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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
The combination of simultaneously acquiring knowledge in the classroom
while experiencing the world-of-work is a recentmnovation. Herman Schneider
first proposed the concept ofcooperative education in 1906 {Ovans, 1991). In
cooperation with industry, schools designed activities to enlig^iten individual
talents and abilities as well as to foster the transition from the classroom to the
workplace (Qiang, 1993). Today, similar educational practices have been
incorporated into the curriculum by institutions around the world. Whereas
cooperative education provides a method offormally integrating and/or alternating
academic curricula with work experience, the purpose of cooperative work
programs is to provide the on-the-job experience phase ofthe educational
curriculum. In this study, both terms will be used interchangeably.
The benefits of the addition of cooperative education experiences to the
curriculum through internships have been noted by students, faculty and
administrators. Internships have been reported to be among the most valuable
learning experiences because students are able to connect the relevance of
academic programs, while exploring prospective careers, increasing in maturity,
and developing self-confidence and responsibility (Harchark, 1993). Noticeable
growth in interpersonal skills, self-confidence, independence and the development
ofa positive self-concept have been found among participants of cooperative
education programs (Carrell 8b Rowe, 1993). Other benefits include the likelihood
that these programs offer "real world' challenges, contributions to increased self-
esteem, and career development (Eyler, 1993).
Harchark (1993) concluded, "Overall, the internship program provides
excellent opportunities for college students to progress from concrete to formal
thought and to more fully develop the formal student in areas of interest and
professional concern' (p. 31). However, to ensure educational quality, institutions
with cooperative programs of this nature are encouraged to undergo evaluationsof
their curriculum. Professional organizations and/or external agencies grant
public recognition to schools, colleges or universities in forms ofaccreditation once
predetermined qualifications or standards have been established (Galbraith 8s
Gilley, 1985).
Since 1974, the National Association of Industrial Technology (NAIT) has
been involved in the accreditation process. Striving for recognition and excellence,
programs across the nation have been working towards the attainment ofcertain
professional goals and standards for Industrial Technology (NAIT, 1994). One of
the standards for NAIT accreditation is to provide appropriate services that will
assist with the placement, public recognition, and supervision of cooperative
education students.
Are there common characteristics of cooperative work programs? Do these
characteristics differ among NAIT accredited programs and those that are not
accredited? What perceptions do cooperative education program participants have
towards their responsibilities? Do these perceptions differ amongst the
participants? Do these perceptions differ amongst NATT accredited programs and
those that are not accredited?
Statement of the Problem
At the present time there is limited data indicating mutual agreement to the
characteristics of cooperative work programs and evidence to ascertain whether
students, faculty coordinators and participating industrial representatives agree as
to participant responsibility in cooperativework programs. Therefore, a need
existed to collect data to explore characteristic and perception differences existing
among similar industrial technology programs.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was twofold:
1. Compare current practices of cooperative work programs of NAIT accredited
and non-accredited industrial technology programs.
2. Assess perceptions toward participant responsibility of cooperative work
programs by faculty, students and industrial representatives of NATT
accredited and non-accredited industrial technology programs.
Research Questions
Specifically, the following questions formed the basis for this study:
1. What are the current practices of cooperative work programs in industrial
technology?
2. Is there a difference in practice between NAIT accredited and non-accredited
industrial technology programs?
3. What specific responsibilities of cooperative work program participants are
perceived as important by faculty coordinators, students and industrial
representatives?
4. Is there a difference in the importance of participant responsibility among
faculty coordinators, students and industrial representatives of NATT
accredited and non-accredited industrial technology programs?
Hypotheses of Study
The following null hypotheses are based on the research questions:
1. Hiere is no significant difference in cooperative work program practices
between NAIT accredited and non-accredited industrial technology
programs.
2. There is no significant difference in the importance of participant
responsibility between faculty coordinators, students and industry
representatives of NAIT accredited industrial technology programs.
3. There is no significant difference in the importance of participant
responsibility between faculty coordinators, students and industry
representatives of non-accredited industrial technology programs.
4. There is no significant difference in the importance of participant
responsibility between NAIT accredited and non-accredited industrial
technology programs.
Assumptions of the Study
The following assumptions were made in the pursuit of the study:
1. The respondents will correctly understand the directions and contents of the
instrument.
2. The perceptions of the respondents will adequately represent actual
behaviors or actions being measured.
3. The respondents will be honest in their response to the items on the
questionnaire.
4. The NATT accredited institution sample selected for the study is
representative of the population.
5. The non-accredited institution sample selected for the study is
representative of the population.
6. The students responding will adequately represent students who have
participated in a cooperative work programs.
7. The members of industiy responding will adequately represent companies
who have supported cooperative work programs.
Limitations of the Study
The following were limitations of the study:
1. The study will be confined to industrial technology programs offering
cooperative work programs at the baccalaureate level.
2. Generalizations of the study are limited to those institutions listed and may
not be applicable to other programs, departments, levels of study and
institutions.
3. The accuracy of the respondents' perceptions may not reflect the actual
situation.
Definition ofTerms
The following terms are defined to clarify their use in the context of the
study.
Cooperative Education - A concept and specific educational practice conducted
jointly by school and comparable social organizations to cultivate talent and
develop skills (Qiang, 1993).
Cooperative Work Program - Organized, structured and coordinated work
experiences designed to enhance a student's career foundation by providing
opportunities of applying knowledge gained in the classroom in practical, real-life
situations.
Internship - A full-time or part-time supervised learning activity consisting of one
assignment with an employer.
Co-op - A full-time supervised learning activity consisting of two or more
assignments with the same employer and a full school semester in between
assignments.
Faculty Coordinator - A faculty representative of the university or college who is
responsible for organizing activities in conjunction with cooperative work
programs.
Industrial Technology - A field of study to prepare technical and/or technical
management-oriented professionals for emplojTnent in business, industry, and
government (NATT, 1994).
Industrial Representative - An individual within the participating organization from
the private or public sector who directs the student's learning experiences.
NATT - The National Association of Industrial Technology a professional
organization dedicated to the establishment and maintenance of the curricula of
Industrial Technology (NATT, 1994).
Accredited Industrial Technology Institutions - The 29 institutions in the Industrial
Technology Baccalaureate Program Directory that have NATT-accredited industrial
technology programs (Appendix A).
Non-accredited Industrial Technology Institutions - 66 institutions that do not have
NATT-accredited industrial technology programs listed in the Industrial Teacher
Education Directory and in the Industrial Technology Baccalaureate Program
Directory (Appendix B).
Student - The individual participating in the cooperative work program.
8CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
A review of the literature related to the histoiy and benefits of cooperative
education efforts is presented in the four sections of this chapter. Hie history of
cooperative education is described in the first section. Advantages of students
participating in cooperative education programs is presented in the second
section. Advantages of participating industry is described in the third section.
Advantages of institutions offering cooperative education programs is presented in
the last section.
The History of Cooperative Education
Although the formal form of cooperative education originated at the
University of Cincirmati in 1906 by Herman Schneider, an engineering professor,
some would argue that similar concepts can be traced to the age-old
apprenticeship programs. Others could point out that it was John Deweywho
influenced the American educational system to incorporate experiential education
in the form of supervised work experience programs (Shaw, 1995).
In 1909, Northeastern University in Boston incorporated a co-op program
into the engineering curriculum followed by the University of Detroit in 1911.
However, co-op programs are not limited to those students pursuing a degree in
the technical arena. In 1921, Antioch College instituted a co-op in its liberal arts
program (Stanton, 1988).
The value of these co-op experiences have also been noted in other parts of
the world. Since the 1950's, combining education with both scientific research
and productive work has become an integral component of the teaching system in
China. Teachers and students often go to the factories and countryside to
incorporate practice into their academic efforts (Qiang, 1993).
Today, educational programs continue to offer internships in an attempt to
provide activities that will enhance curricula and help students place classroom
experiences into perspective. This approach will give students more career
opportunities and often leads to future employmentafter graduation (Liedtke,
ig94j. Over 1000 colleges and universities offer cooperative education programs
emphasizing in the integration of course studies withwork assignments to provide
an education with career relevance (Stanton, 1988).
In a more recent study, Brown (1991) noted that opportunities for
internships and cooperative education ranked number six out of 51 program
characteristics students, faculty and industry personnel perceived as important
when used to measure the quality of industrial technology programs. However,
when the 51 characteristics were divided into four subgroups-faculty, student,
resources, and operations-internships and cooperative education was ranked
number two out of 16 most important characteristics related to operations. Of the
four groups participating in this study, the industry group, placed the greatest
emphasis on cooperative education and professional practice. The bottom line, is
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that these programs are designed to validate and reinforce classroom experiences
and laboratory content.
Student Advantages
It has been noted by Pierce and Birmingham (1981) that the most rewarding
and exciting program offered to engineering or technology students is the
cooperative internship program that provides on-the-job training. Harcharik
(1993) and Liedtke (1994) also noted that college students often report that their
internship or ileld experience was one of their most valuable educational activities.
The combination of a rigorous education and first-hand work experience
contributes to the preparation of technical managers who will plan, implement and
manage complex industrial control systems (Akinkuoye, 1994). Liedtke (1994)
noted that through program related involvement in industry students expand their
knowledge of management interactions.
Several authors have found internship opportunities help students place
classroom experiences in perspective and increases awareness of relevance of
classroom learning (Akinkuoye, 1994; Eyler, 1993; Harcharik, 1993; Harris, 1985;
Liedtke, 1994; Shaw, 1995). Other benefits consistent in the literature included
opportunities for career exploration and improving job placement potential after
graduation (Deden-Parker, 1981; Harcharik, 1993; Harris, 1985; Shaw, 1995).
Akinkuoye (1994) and Harris (1985) also noted the added benefit of
combining theory with practical application during a field experience. "Overall,
the internship program provides excellent opportunities for college students to
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progress from concrete to formal thought and tomore fully develop the formal
student in areas of interest and professional concern" (Harcharik, 1993. p31).
Other research on the outcomes of cooperative education has reported
positive effects for participants in cooperative programs were particularly
pronounced in the areas ofinterpersonal skills, self-confidence and independence,
and a more positive self-concept (Fletcher, 1989;Wilson, 1987). Internships were
also found to be contributing factors in increasing maturity, self-esteem, self-
confidence, tolerance and sense of responsibility, and to career development
(Eyler, 1993; Harcharik, 1993; Harris, 1985).
Strong evidence was also found in a study conducted by Carrell and Rowe
(1993) which showed that co-op students consistently reported better adaptation
to university life, especially in the area of social adjustment and attachment to
university. Students were also found to experience and practice professional
behaviors throughout their activities (Liedtke, 1994).
The faculty and advisory committee members of San Francisco State
University's Educational Technology program all agreed that "realworld"
experiences strengthen and add to student accomplishments. In addition,
students' skills and aptitxides will be enhanced and important resume entries and
references for job-hunting will also be obtained (Deden-Parker, 1981). The
transition from school to work has been found to be less frustrating because
students are better prepared in this area after having an internship experience
(Harris, 1985; Shaw, 1995).
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Shaw (1995) recently conducted a study in which 30 coordinators of
experiential education programs from NAIT accredited industrial technology
programs^ ranked seven student advantages / benefits from highest to lowest..
1. Improves job/career opportunities after graduation
2. Creates relevance for past and future classroom learning
3. Provides opportunity to apply communication and problem solving skills
4. Develops work place social and human relation skills
5. Provides training on the latest equipment
6. Contributes financial benefits of paid employment
7. Provides individualized curriculum opportunities
Harris (1985) stated that cooperative education is a variable method of
instruction. Additional benefits students receive from participating in cooperative
education opportunities include:
• Enrichment of educational experience under competitive emplo5Tnent
conditions
• Exposure to and experience in the job world
• Acquiring saleable employment skills while attending school
• Developing an understanding of the employer-employee process
• Developing an understanding of the business world
• Receiving academic credit for work experience
• Opportunity to earn money to help pay for college expenses
Industry Advantages
Along with students, participating industries also benefit from supporting
and participating in internship / co-op programs. Business and industry have
opportunities to interact with educators and participate directly in an educational
13
program. Industry also has the chance to develop communication and mutual
understanding of educational problems and influence educational programs and
future professionals while building good will within the community (Akinkuoye,
1994; Harris 1985).
An effective, inexpensive way of recruiting future employees, helping
business and industry meet personnel and production needs by filling special
project employment needs, implementing new ideas, and reducing training costs
are a few advantages of cooperating industries. Other benefits are developing
linkages with universities and colleges, and providing the employer with
recognition and publicity along with enhancing the company's image in the
commiinity (Harris, 1985; Shaw, 1995).
The Department of Manufacturing and Industrial Technology at Arizona
State University and the Department of Industrial Studies at the University of
Wisconsin - BatteviUe both indicate 10 benefits for cooperating employers in their
internship handbooks. These benefits are:
1. The personnel acquired are highly motivated, eager to leam, intelligent,
dependable, and aspiring —they are "high yield" employees whose
contagious enthusiasm can motivate present employees.
2. Using interns can make for some economical use of professional
employees by proving release time from routine, incidental, and less
demanding assignments.
3. The employer can experiment with new positions without making
expensive long-range commitments.
4. Internship programs provide an excellent source of skilled, temporary
personnel.
5. Interns can provide either full-time or part-time and either intermittent
or continuous coverage of positions throughout the year.
6. Internship programs provide an effective and economical recruiting
device for obtaining proven talent.
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7. Small and medium-size organizations can make internships the basis for
management development programs. Graduates who have interned with
a company show the need for less job orientation and training, have
reduced turnover rates, are more loyal, and progress faster and further
than graduates who have not interned.
8. It is a way of keeping up with new methods, theories, and concepts
related to the employer business area.
9. It provides the opportunity to promote the organization or company on
campus through returning interns who function as good will
ambassadors and "image builders.*
10. It can develop closer and better relationships and communication
between the academic and economic sectors of our society.
According to Deborah Angel, co-op program manager at Weyerhaeuser
Information Services, co-op programs offer employer many benefits: 1) a chance to
evaluate candidates in the company's environment; 2) increase retention of new
employees; 3) provide better access to qualified women and minorities; 4) allow for
flexible staifing to meet flexible needs; 5) enable a more effective use of high-paid
staff; 6) provide low-risk supervisory experience for present employees. "In
addition to these benefits, says Ms. Angel, co-op students bring fresh ideas, high
energy, motivation, and productivity" (Stanton, 1988, p. 29).
Harris (1985) supports consistent findings in the literature relating to
benefits of industry participating in co-op programs. In addition, four more
advantages were noted:
• Provides a source of trained part-time employees who are receptive to
instruction.
• Results in regular employees becoming aware of additional training needs.
• A year-round flow of qualified talent will provide an opportunity to test
and select persons with needed abilities and meet particular employment
needs
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• Students who have been thoroughly trained in established employment
practices may become valuable permanent employees after graduation.
Shaw (1995) investigated the perceptions of 30 iii.emship / co-op
coordinators of NATT accredited industrial technology programs in which seven
industry advantages / benefits were ranked highest to lowest.
1. Provides for recruitment/selection of future employees
2. Develop linkages with universities/ colleges
3. Provides needed part-time and special project employees
4. Injects new ideas into the organization
5. Reduces training costs
6. Improves educational opportunities available in the community
7. Enhances company's image in the community.
Institution Advantages
The institution providing the co-op or internship experience benefits just as
well as the student and participating industry. Internship and co-op participants
provide feedback which stimulates educational programs to keep curriculum
current by remaining on the "cutting edge" of technology and effectively preparing
their students for the workplace (Akinkuoye, 1994; Harris, 1985; Shaw, 1995).
More importantly, by incorporating internships evaluative information from
students and industry concerning the efficiency and effectiveness of the program
will surface. As the needs of society change, information regarding changes or
additions in curriculum is more readily available.
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The potential opportunity to increase and enhance lab equipment and
expand facilities may become available from donations of participating industries.
By developing industrial support for individual programs the curriculum is
broadened and enriched through the use of community resources (Harris, 1985;
Shaw, 1995).
Co-ops and internships also provide opportunities to reinforce classroom
learning by meeting the needs of various learning styles. Ability to offer a direct
learning experience to the students has been a noted advantage (Hams, 1985;
Shaw, 1995). The motivation students bring back into the classroom after an
experience can increase the morale of other students (Akinkuoye, 1994). Students
are encouraged to remain in school and will tend to promote participation, thus
leading to increased retention and graduation percentages (Harris, 1985; Stanton,
1988).
Shaw (1995) reported seven benefits / advantages, ranked from highest to
lowest, industrial technology programs receive by offering co-op / internship
opportunities to their students.
1. Reinforces / enhances classroom learning
2. Develops industrial support for program
3. Enhances placement opportunities of graduates
4. Provides feedback into program (s) curriculum
5. Diversifies learning styles options for students.
6. Expands programs curriculum and facilities
17
7. IdentiHes potential advisory committee members
Harris (1985) identified three other benefits educational programs can take
advantage of by offering internships as a part of their program.
• Valuable liaison is established with business and industry
• Closer communications with the community
• Provides an opportunity for faculty members and business / industry to
become better acquainted
Summary
As shown in the literature review, cooperative education programs continue
to provide a tremendous number of benefits and advantages to students, industry
and educational programs. The current study investigated current practices of
cooperative work programs and assessed the perceptions of faculty, students and
industrial representatives who participated in the programs to examine differences
that may affect the outcomes of these benefits and advantages.
In general, industry has been satisfied with the students' contribution.
IBM's Manager of Employment and Recruitment Administration, Sally Odle said,
The word from our managers is that we get top quality people who do good work"
(Stanton, 1988, p. 29).
Faculty also support the program. Jane A. Liedtke (1994), a professor in
the Department of Industrial Technology at Illinois State University stated:
Students regularly leam a majority of their industrial technology
preparation through classroom activity but they will best apply that
learning when faced with real problems to solve in the work setting. . .
Opportunities to excel are essential for quality programs and quality
graduates! (p. 14)
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The methodology used to investigate the current practices of cooperative
work programs of NATT accredited and non-accredited industrial technology
programs and assess perceptions toward participant responsibility of cooperative
work programs by faculty, students and industrial representatives of NATT
accredited and non-accredited industrial technology programs is described in this
chapter. The population of the study is described first. Then the research design,
variables, development of the instrument, validation of instrument, data collection,
and statistical analysis are presented separately.
Population of the Study
The population of this study was comprised of all institutions with NAIT-
accredited and non-accredited Industrial Technology programs at the
baccalaureate degree level. The sample population includes a random sample of
NATT accredited and non-accredited Industrial Technology programs. More
specifically, the population of the study includes cooperative work program
coordinators, students who have successfully completed a cooperative work
program, and those participating industrial representatives from both NAIT-
accredited and non-accredited industrial technology programs Usted in the
Industrial Technology Baccalaureate Program Directory (Patton & Dufek, 1995)
and the Industrial Teacher Education Directory (Dennis, 1994-95).
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The names of the participants were obtained from the department chairs of
both NATT-accredited and non-accredited programs listed in the two directories.
The number of participants in the initial research design from NATT-accredited
institutions was: 10 cooperative work program coordinators, 100 students, and
50 industrial representatives. An equivalent number of coordinators, students
and industrial representatives from non-accredited institutions was also selected
to participate. Therefore, the total number of potential participants of this study
was expected to be 320, Table 3.1 shows an approximate breakdown of the
sample population, categorized according to institutions and respondent
categories.
However, due to the low response rate from faculty coordinators from other
universities who were contacted and asked to provide the names and addresses of
Table 3.1 Number of participants
Respondent Institution Frequency-
Faculty Coordinator Accredited 10
Faculty Coordinator Non-Accredited 10
Industrial Representative Accredited 50
Industrial Representative Non-Accredited 50
Student Accredited 100
Student Non-Accredited 100
Total 320
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industrial representatives and students to participate in this study, the selection
methodology was altered and additional participants from the Iowa State
University Industrial Technology co-op / internship program were included. The
additional participants, shown in Table 3.2, represent students and industrial
representatives participating in the program from the last five semesters (Spring
1994 - Summer 1995).
Table 3.2 Additional participants
Respondent
Faculty Coordinator
Industrial Representative
Student
Institution
Accredited
Accredited
Accredited
Total
Frequency
1
63
79
143
Research Design
Participant responses were gathered using the survey method. A
questionnaire was prepared to assess faculty coordinator, industrial representative
and student perceptions regarding current practices in and participant
responsibility of cooperative work programs in industrial technology. The survey
instrument consisted of three parts: Demographics; Current Practice;
Responsibility Assessment (Appendix C).
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Variables of the Study
The independent variables of the study were provided by the demographic
data obtained from part one of the survey. The dependent variables of the study
were obtained from part two and three of the instrument. The variables are shown
in Table 3.3.
Table 3.3 Variables
Demographics
Respondent Category
Accreditation Status
Geographic Location
Involvement Status
Responsibility
Assessment
Current Practice
Coordinator Program Type
Industrial Representative Graduation Requirement
Student Program Offerings
Written Evaluations
Evaluation Participants
Evaluation Frequency
Required Assignments
Credit
Grading
Development of the Instrument
The survey consisted of three parts: Demographics; Responsibility
Assessment; and Current Practice. The demographics section contained four
items, responsibility assessment section contained 42 responsibilities of
cooperative education program participants and current practice section contained
22
20 characteristics of internship and co-op programs. The items within each
section of the survey instrument were randomly arranged.
Part one of the survey instrument was designed to obtain characteristics of
the respondents and their industrial technology programs. This information
included: respondent category; NAJT-accreditation status; geographic location;
and involvement status.
Part two of the instrument was designed to assess perceptions held by
faculty coordinators, students and industrial representatives towards participant
responsibilities within their cooperative work program. Two handbooks
concerning cooperative education provided the framework for selecting participant
responsibility items that were used in part two (Iowa State University, 1995;
Western Michigan University, 1981). Each item in part two was identified by task
as responsibilities of cooperative education program participants. Within this
section participants were asked to identify who should be responsible for each
task by circling the appropriate letter following the responsibility using the
following key:
F = Faculty Coordinator
I » Industrial Representative
S = Student
The participants were then asked to rate the degree of importance of each
responsibility using the following Likert-type scale:
1 = Not Important
2 = Slightly Important
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3 = Moderately Important
4 « Highly Important
5 « Extremely Important
Part three of the instrument was designed to gather information on current
practices of cooperative education efforts by industrial technology programs. This
part has two sections: internship; and co-op. Ovans (1991) and Oranu (1975)
identified several cooperative work program characteristics used to construct this
part of the survey instrument.
The survey instrument used in a recent study examining the perceptions of
faculty and recent graduates of industrial technology/technology education
doctoral programs, conducted by Benson (1993), provided the framework for the
development of the instrument used in this study.
Validation of the Instrument
The instrument was validated by the four members of the researcher's
graduate program of study committee and a panel of Industrial Education and
Technology faculty who are knowledgeable in the area of cooperative education
experiences. The instrument was also pilot-tested with graduate students in the
lEDT 615 Graduate Research Seminar class during the Spring 1995 semester.
Data Collection
A contact letter was mailed to the department chairs of NAIT-accredited and
non-accredited Industrial Technology programs, requesting their assistance in
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compiling a list of faculty coordinators, industrial representatives, and students
who are or have been involved with their cooperative work programs (Appendix D).
Hie survey instrument was mailed directly to each potential participant.
Printed in the survey booklet was a letter explaining the research and directions
for completing and returning the questionnaire. E^ch instrument was coded with
a numeric identifier which was used only to facilitate foUow-up contacts of non-
respondents. As the surveys were returned, the codes were removed to insure the
anonymity of each participant.
Statistical Analysis
Descriptive statistic methods were used to analyze the data to answer
research questions one and three. Inferential statistic methods were performed to
answer research questions two and four. The combination of using the 1991
version of StatView and the 1994 version of SPSS for Windows Release 6.1 was
used to conduct the analysis for this study.
Frequency distribution tables were constructed to display the current
practice characteristics of cooperative work programs as responded by
participants of both NAIT accredited and non-accredited industrial technology
programs as a composite population and two separate entities to answer research
question one.
Each responsibility was ranked to identify its importance as perceived by
faculty coordinators, students and industrial representatives to answer research
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question three. Analyzing the composite mean and rank placed an equal
emphasis on all three groups (Brown, 1991).
To answer research question two and four, a one-way analysis ofvariance
was performed to find significant differences of current practice characteristics
and participant responsibility importance between NATT-accredited and non-
accredited industrial technology programs.
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CHAPTER IV: RESEARCH RESULTS AND FINDINGS
This chapter contains the results of the analyses of the data collected in this
study. The analyses and results are presented in three sections. The first section
deals with the demographic variables gleaned from part one of the survey
instrument. Responses to part two and three of the survey instrument are
presented in section two. This is followed by section three which will address the
results of the research hypotheses testing.
Respondent Characteristics
This section describes the demographic characteristics of the respondents
retrieved from Part I of the survey instrument. First, a description of the number
of survey instruments sent, returned, both useable and unusable, are shown in
Table 4.1. The adjusted return percentages represent the number of survey
instruments removed from the study analysis due to returns of unforwardable
addresses along with those returned unanswered.
Table 4.1 Survey instrument distribution
Return
Sent Unusable Usable Adjusted %
First Mailing 20 1 7 36.84
Second Mailing 60 3 13 22.81
Third Mailing 143 7 68 50.00
OveraU 223 11 88 41.51
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Two survey instruments were received after the analysis was calculated for this
study. Therefore, the final number of surveys used for this study was 88.
Next, the following independent variables are described: (1) respondent
category - a) faculty coordinator, b) industrial representative and student; (2) NATT
accreditation status - a) accredited, b) seeking, c) not seeking, d) unknown and e)
other accreditations; (3) geographic location - a) eastern, b) mountain, c) central
and d) pacific; and (4) involvement status - a) yes and b) no. Frequency
distributions are used to present these information.
Respondent category
Respondent category includes faculty coordinators, industrial
representatives and students of co-op / internship programs who participated in
this study. Respondent category distribution is shown in Figure 4.1.
Student 52.27%
Faculty 9.09%
Indust. Rep. 38.64%
Figure 4.1 Respondent distribution
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Of the eight faculty coordinators that participated in this study, one indicated
having 0-1 years of coordinating the program, three indicated 2-5 years, three
indicated 6-10 years and one indicated having over 10 years coordinating the
program. Titles held by faculty coordinators include; professor; associate
professor; assistant professor; academic staff; and assistant coordinator (graduate
student).
Thirty-four industrial representatives participated in this study. The years
of program participation of industrial representatives are shown in Figure 4.2.
Occupation titles indicated by industrial representatives are shown in Table 4.2.
OverlGYears 5.88%
01 Years 44.12%
6-10Years 8.82%
2-5Years 41.18%
Figure 4.2 Years of program participation of industrial representatives
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Table 4.2 Occupation titles of industrial representatives
Title
Account Manager
Consultant
Corporate Safety Director
Director of Purchasing
Employment Manager
Engineer
Engineer/Manager
Engineering Manager
General Manager
Human Resources
Human Resource Manager
Industrial Hygienist
Loss Control Manager
Manufacturing Engineer
Office Supervisor
Title
President
Product Control Assistant
Product Engineering Supervisor
Quality Manager
Safety Coordinator
Safety Education & Training Coordinator
Safety Manager
Safety Officer
Senior Human Resource Representative
Senior Mechanical Engineer
S.H.E. Supervisor
Team Leader
Training and Development Coordinator
Vice President
The 46 students that participated in this study were asked to denote their
current enrollment status, full-time or part-time, and indicate their classification;
freshman, sophomore, junior or senior. Eighty three and 78/ lOOths percent of the
students indicated being full-time and 16.22% part-time. Of these students,
94.87% were classified as seniors and 5.13% juniors. There were no responses to
the freshman and sophomore categories.
Accreditation status
Of the 77 NATT accredited program participants, only 14 had knowledge of
their program having NAIT accreditation. Twenty six respondents clearly indicated
on the survey "status unknown'. On the other hand, three faculty coordinators of
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non-NATT accredited programs indicated their program was seeking NATT
accreditation and only one student did not know the program's NATT accreditation
status. One other accreditation agency was noted, Accreditation Board for
Engineering Technology (ABET). Figure 4.3 shows the participant break down of
NAIT accreditation knowledge as a whole and Tables 4.3 and 4.4 display the
individual entities.
Ftoilty Coord. Student
Indust Rep.
Respondent Categary
Figure 4.3 Knowledge of NATT accreditation (overall)
NAIT Accreditation
•Mssing
•Accredited
• Not Seeking
•Other
•Seeking
llfrikno^m
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Table 4.3 Knowledge of NATT accreditation (accredited programs)
Faculty Industrial
Accreditation Status Coordinator Representative Student
NATT Accredited 3 4 7
Seeking Accreditation 4
Not Seeking Accreditation 1 7
Status Unknown 11 15
Other Accreditation
Missing Response 10 15
Total 4 32 41
Table 4.4 Knowledge of NATT accreditation (non-accredited programs)
Faculty Industrial
Accreditation Status Coordinator Representative Student
NATT Accredited
Seeking Accreditation 3
Not Seeking Accreditation
Status Unknown 1
Other Accreditation 1
Missing Response 2 4
Total 4 2 5
Geographic location
A majority of the respondents were located in the central time zone. There
were no respondents from the pacific time zone and only one from the mountain
time zone. Geographic location distribution is shown in Figure 4.4.
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Mountain 1.14%
Eastern 12.50%
Central 86.36%
Figure 4.4 Geographic location distribution
Involvement status
The last item in the demographic section dealt with the participants' current
involvement status during the time of answering the survey instrument. Sixty-
three respondents indicated currently involved in an internship or co-op, 21 were
not currently involved and four respondents did not answer this question. Figure
4.5 shows the respondent distribution regarding involvement status.
The actual counts and percentages to information provided in this section
can be found in Appendix K: Respondent Characteristic Analysis.
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Faulty Cooid.
Indust. Rep.
Student
Currently Involved
•Mssing
Respondent CategDiy
Figure 4.5 Current involvement status
Responsibility Assessment and Current Practice
In this section the findings related to each Research Question are
summarized. Part II and Part III of the survey instrument was designed to
addressed each question.
Responsibility assessment
The second part of the survey instrument gathered data to answer research
questions three and four. However, in addition to finding what specific
responsibilities cooperative work program participants perceived as important, the
survey instrument was also designed to collect data regarding who should be
responsible for each particular task. The results identifying the participant
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responsible for each task associated with cooperative work programs are shown in
Tables 4.5 - 4.7. The tasks are divided into three areas; prior to internship/co-op
experience; during intemship/co-op experience; and at the end of internship/co
op experience.
The results shown in Table 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7 display the most frequent
response to each task by respondent group. Each response can be found in
Appendix L: Responsibility Analysis of Subgroups.
The data to answer research question three are shown in Tables 4.8 - 4.10.
The mean scores of each task were calculated then ranked from high to low. Once
again the results shown in these tables display the ranking of each task by
respondent group to show the difference of importance according to faculty
coordinators, industrial representatives and students. The results to research
question four are shown in Tables 4.11 - 4.13.
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Table 4.5 Modes of task responsibility prior to experience
Task Respondent (N) Response / %
1. Locate new positions AU(86) F 29 33.72
Faculty Coord. (8) All 3 37.50
Indust. Rep. (33) F 12 36.36
Student (47) F& S 19 40.43
2. Establish qualifications All (86) F&I 35 40.70
Faculty Coord. (8) F / F&I 3 37.50*
Indust. Rep. (33) F&I 16 48.48
Student (47) F&I 16 34.04
3. Facilitate initial contact All (86) F 42 48.84
Faculty Coord. (8) F 5 62.50
Indust. Rep. (33) F 20 60.61
Student (47) F 17 36.17
4. Prepare for intervie^ro All (86) S 45 52.33
Faculty Coord. (8) S 6 75.00
Indust. Rep. (33) S 10 30.30
Student (47) S 29 61.70
5. Arrange interview appointments All (86) S 32 37.21
Faculty Coord. (8) S 5 62.50
Indust. Rep. (33) I&S 9 27.27
Student (47) s 19 40.43
6. Supply organization with resume All (86) s 47 54.65
Faculty Coord. (8) s 5 62.50
Indust. Rep. (33) s 19 57.58
Student (47) s 23 48.94
7. Conduct interviews All (86) 1 58 67.44
Faculty Coord. (8) I 6 75.00
Indust. Rep. (33) I 19 57.58
Student (47) I 33 70.21
8. Establish financial arrangements All (85) I & s 43 50.58
Faculty Coord. (8) I & s 4 50.00
Indust. Rep. (33) I&S 17 51.52
Student (47) I & s 22 46.81
9. Provide housing information AU(86) I 34 39.53
Faculty Coord. (8) S/All 2 25.00*
Indust. Rep. (33) I 13 39.39
Student (47) I 20 42.55
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Table 4.5 (continued)
Task Respondent (N) Response / %
10. Develop objectives and activities All (86) I &S 25 29.07
Faculty Coord. (8) F/ AU 2 25.00*
Indust. Rep. (33) I 13 39.39
Student (47) I&S 15 31.91
11. ^prove objectives and activities All (86) F 26 30.23
Faculty Coord. (8) F 3 37.50
Indust. Rep. (33) Fasi 12 36.36
Student (47) F 16 34.04
12. Provide program orientation AU(86) F 56 65.12
Faculty Coord. (8) F 4 50.00
Indust. Rep. (33) F 20 60.61
Student (47) F 32 68.09
13, Participate in professional All (85) S 26 30.59
organizations Faculty Coord. (8) All 4 50.00
Indust. Rep. (33) S 10 30.30
Student (47) S 16 34.04
14. Complete training agreement All (84) AU 34 40.48
Faculty Coord. (8) AU 3 37.50
Indust. Rep. (33) AU 15 45.45
Student (47) AU 16 34.04
* Indicates bi-modal
Scale: F = Faculty Coordinator
I = Industrial Representative
S = Student
F & I = Faculty Coordinator & Industrial Representative
F & S = Faculty Coordinator & Student
I & S = Industrial Representative & Student
All = Faculty Coordinator, Industrial Representative & Student
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Table 4.6 Modes of task responsibility during experience
Ta^ Respondent (N) Response / %
1. Provide meaningful experiences AU(87) I 71 81.61
Faculty Coord. (8) I 8 100.00
Indust. Rep. (33) I 29 87.88
Student (47) I 34 72.34
2. Conduct on-the-job visits All (87) F 71 81.61
Faculty Coord. (8) F 7 87.50
Indust. Rep. (33) F 28 84.85
Student (47) F 36 76.60
3. Assess work performance All (87) I 44 50.57
Faculty Coord. (8) I 4 50.00
Indust. Rep. (33) I 18 54.55
Student (47) I 22 46.81
4. Keep a daily log of all duties and All (87) S 83 95.40
work Faculty Coord. (8) S 8 100.00
Indust. Rep. (33) s 30 90.91
Student (47) s 45 95.74
5. Maintain records of All (87) I &s 18 20.69
communications Faculty Coord. (8) F 3 37.50
Indust. Rep. (33) l&S 9 27.27
Student (47) S 15 31.91
6. Provide a written evaluation All (87) I 63 72.41
Faculty Coord. (8) I 6 75.00
Indust. Rep. (33) I 27 81.82
Student (47) I 30 63.83
7. Conduct conferences with students All (86) F&I 40 46.51
Faculty Coord. (8) F&I 5 62.50
Indust. Rep. (33) F&I 15 45.45
Student (47) F&I 20 42.55
8. Provide housing All (87) S 49 56.32
Faculty Coord. (8) S 6 75.00
Indust. Rep. (33) s 21 63.64
Student (47) S 22 46.81
9. Provide transportation All (87) s 73 83.91
Faculty Coord. (8) s 7 87.50
Indust. Rep. (33) s 29 87.88
Student (47) s 37 78.72
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Table 4.6 (continued)
Task Respondent (N) Response / %
10. Prepare in-school displays All (87) F 39 44.83
Faculty Coord. (8) F 6 75.00
Indust. Rep. (33) F&S 12 36.36
Student (47) F 23 48.94
11. Prepare on-site displays All (86) I 31 36.05
Faculty Coord. (8) I 4 50.00
Indust. Rep. (33) I 10 30.30
Student (47) 1 17 36.17
* Indicates bi-modal
Scale; F = Facility Coordinator
I = Industrial Representative
S = Student
F & I = Faculty Coordinator & Industrial Representative
F & S = Faculty Coordinator & Student
I & S = Industrial Representative 8b Student
All = Faculty Coordinator, Industrial Representative & Student
Table 4.7 Modes of task responsibility at the end of experience
Task Respondent (N) Response / %
1. Assess work performance All (86) I 30 34.88
Faculty Coord. (8) F&I 3 37.50
Indust. Rep. (33) I 15 45.45
Student (47) All 14 29.79
2. Conduct suitability evaluation All (86) F 50 58.14
Faculty Coord. (8) F 7 87.50
Indust. Rep. (33) F 21 63.64
Student (47) F 22 46.81
3. Provide suggestions for lab AU(86) S 21 24.42
instruction Faculty Coord. (8) ALL 3 37.50
Indust. Rep. (33) l&S 9 27.27
Student (47) S 17 36.17
4. Make annual reports on program AU(86) F 69 80.23
efforts Faculty Coord. (8) F 8 100.00
Indust. Rep. (33) F 30 90.91
Student (47^ F 31 65.96
39
Table 4.7 (continued)
Task Respondent (N) Response / %
5. Plan and conduct recognition All (86) F 53 61.63
activities Faculty Coord. (8) F 6 75.00
Indust. Rep. (33) F 21 63.64
Student (47) F 26 55.32
6. Write letters of recommendation All (86) I 38 44.19
Faculty Coord. (8) F&I 4 50.00
Indust. Rep. (33) 1 / F&I 13 39.39*
Student (47) I 22 46.81
7. Complete evaluation of assignment All (86) F 34 39.53
Faculty Coord. (8) F 4 50.00
Indust. Rep. (33) F 15 45.45
Student (47) F 15 31.91
8. Complete report describing All (86) S 68 79.07
experience Faculty Coord. (8) S 5 62.50
Indust. Rep. (33) S 21 63.64
Student (47) S 42 89.36
9. Inform industry about program All (86) F 45 52.33
Faculty Coord. (8) F/All 3 37.50*
Indust. Rep. (33) F 20 60.61
Student (47) F 22 46.81
10. Inform student organizations All (86) F 43 50.00
Faculty Coord. (8) F 4 50.00
Indust. Rep. (33) F 19 57.58
Student (47) F 20 42.55
11. Prepare informational brochures All (86) F 61 70.93
Faculty Coord. (8) F 7 87.50
Indust. Rep. (33) F 26 78.79
Student (47) F 28 59.57
* Indicates bi-modal
Scale; F = Faculty Coordinator
I - Industrial Representative
S = Student
F & I = Faculty Coordinator & Industrial Representative
F & S = Faculty Coordinator & Student
I & 8 = Industrial Representative & Student
All = Faculty Coordinator, Industrial Representative & Student
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Table 4.8 Task importance means prior to experience
Task Respondent
Group
Mean SD N Rank by Gro
Out of 14
1. Locate new positions AU 4.47 0.61 85 1.00
Faculty Coord. 4.50 0.53 8 3.00
Industrial Rep. 4.27 0.67 33 3.00
Student 4.61 0.54 44 2.00
2. Establish qualifications AU 4.15 0.73 85 7.00
Faculty Coord. 3.88 0.64 8 12.50
Industrial Rep. 4.24 0.71 33 4.50
Student 4.14 0.77 44 7.00
3. Facilitate initial contact AU 4.09 0.80 85 8.00
Faculty Coord. 4.13 0.64 8 9.00
Industrial Rep. 4.06 0.79 33 7.50
Student 4.11 0.84 44 8.50
4. Prepare for interviews AU 4.44 0.70 85 2.00
Faculty Coord. 4.63 0.52 8 1.50
Industrial Rep. 4.09 0.77 33 6.00
Student 4.66 0.57 44 1.00
5. Arrange interview AU 4.28 0.80 85 5.00
appointments Facidty Coord. 4.38 0.52 8 5.00
Industrial Rep. 4.03 0.85 33 9.00
Student 4.45 0.76 44 3.00
6. Supply organization with AU 4.41 0.71 85 4.00
resume Faculty Coord. 4.13 0.64 8 9.00
Industrial Rep. 4.45 0.67 33 1.00
Student 4.43 0.76 44 4.50
7. Conduct interviews AU 4.42 0.62 85 3-00
Faculty Coord. 4.38 0.74 8 5.00
Industrial Rep. 4.42 0.66 33 2.00
Student 4.43 0.59 44 4.50
8. Establish financial AU 4.05 0.73 84 10.00
arrangements Faculty Coord. 4.00 0.76 8 11.00
Industrial Rep. 3.88 0.79 32 10.,0
Student 4.18 0.66 44 6.00
9. Provide housing AU 3.62 0.95 85 12.00
information Faculty Coord. 3.50 1.31 8 14.00
Industrial Rep. 3.24 1.00 33 12.00
Student 3.93 0,73 44 12.00
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Table 4.8 (continued)
Task Respondent
Group
Mean SD N Rank by Group
Out of 14
10. Develop objectives and AH 4.21 0.66 85 6.00
activities Faculty Coord. 4.63 0.52 8 1.50
Industrial Rep. 4.24 0.61 33 4.50
Student 4.11 0.69 44 8.50
11. Approve objectives and All 4.08 0.80 85 9.00
activities Faculty Coord. 4.38 0.52 8 5.00
Industrial Rep. 4.06 0.79 33 7.50
Student 4.05 0.86 44 10.00
12. Provide program orientation All 3.92 0.89 85 11.00
Faculty Coord. 4.25 0.46 8 7.00
Industrial Rep. 3.73 0.98 33 11.00
Student 4.00 0.86 44 11.00
13. Participate in professional All 3.30 0.98 84 14.00
organizations Faculty Coord. 3.88 0.83 8 12.50
Industrial Rep. 3.15 1.03 33 13.00
Student 3.30 0.94 43 14.00
14. Complete training All 3.39 1.12 83 13.00
agreement Faculty Coord. 4.13 0.83 8 9.00
Industrial Rep. 3.09 1.10 33 14.00
Student 3.48 1.13 42 13.00
Scale: 1 = not important; 2 = sli^tly important; 3 = moderately important; 4
highly important; 5 = extremely important
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Table 4.9 Task importance means during experience
Task Respondent
Group
Mean SD N Rank by Gro
Out of 11
1. Provide meaningful All 4.48 0.57 86 1.00
experiences Faculty Coord. 4.25 0.46 8 3.00
Industrial Rep. 4.47 0.61 34 1.00
Student 4.52 0.55 44 1.00
2. Conduct on-the-job visits AU 3.21 0.98 86 9.00
Faculty Coord. 4-13 0.83 8 5.50
Industrial Rep. 3.18 0.84 34 9.00
Student 3.11 1.04 44 10.00
3. Assess work performance AU 4.31 0.62 86 2.00
Faculty Coord. 4.63 0.52 8 1.00
Industrial Rep. 4.21 0.59 34 2.00
Student 4.34 0.64 44 2.00
4. Keep a daily log of all dutie All 3.52 1.17 86 7.50
and work Faculty Coord. 4.00 0.93 8 7.00
Industrial Rep. 3.53 1.16 34 6.00
Student 3.43 1.21 44 8.00
5. Maintain reCOrds Of All 3.65 0.90 86 6.00
commiinications Faculty Coord. 4.13 0.35 8 5.50
Industrial Rep. 3.76 0.70 34 5.00
Student 3.48 1.07 44 7.00
6. Provide a written evaluatio AU 4.15 0.76 86 3.00
Faculty Coord. 4.25 0.71 8 3.00
Industrial Rep. 4.12 0.73 34 3.00
Student 4.16 0.81 44 3.00
7. Conduct conferences with All 4.01 0.74 86 4.00
students Faculty Coord. 4.25 0.71 8 3.00
Industrial Rep. 4.03 0.63 34 4.00
Student 3.95 0.83 44 5.00
8. Provide housing AU 3.52 1.17 86 7.50
Facility Coord. 3.25 0.89 8 9.00
Industrial Rep. 3.26 1.14 34 8.00
Student 3.77 1.20 44 6.00
9. Provide transportation All 3.74 1.23 86 5.00
Faculty Coord. 3.75 0.71 8 8.00
Industrial Rep. 3.38 1.21 34 7.00
Student 4.02 1.27 44 4.00
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Table 4.9 (continued)
Task Respondent Mean SD N Rank by Group
Group Out of 11
10. Prepare in-school displays All 3.01 1.05 86 10.00
Faculty Coord. 3.13 1.25 8 10.00
Industrial Rep. 2.82 0.76 34 10.00
Student 3.14 1.19 44 9.00
11. Prepare on-site displays AU 2.59 1.14 85 11.00
Faculty Coord. 3.00 1.20 8 11.00
Industrial Rep. 2.55 1.12 33 11.00
Student 2.55 1.15 44 11.00
Scale: 1 = not important; 2 = slightly important; 3 = moderately important; 4
highly important; 5 = extremely important
Table 4.10 Task importance means at the end of experience
Task Respondent
Group
Mean SD N Rank by Grc
Out of 11
1. Assess work performance AU 4.51 0.61 85 1.00
Faculty Coord. 4.50 0.53 8 4.50
Industrial Rep. 4.52 0.51 33 1.00
Student 4.50 0.70 44 1.00
2. Conduct suitability All 4.08 0.79 84 4.00
evaluation Facility Coord. 4.38 0.52 8 6.00
Industrial Rep. 3.81 0.93 32 3.00
Student 4.23 0.68 44 3.50
3. Provide suggestions for lab All 3.65 0.95 85 8.50
instruction Faculty Coord. 3.88 0.64 8 8.00
Industrial Rep. 3.36 0.74 33 9.00
Student 3.82 1.08 44 8.00
4. Make annual reports on AU 3.39 1.07 85 10.00
program efforts Faculty Coord. 3.50 1.31 8 10.00
Industrial Rep. 3.24 1.00 33 10.00
Student 3.48 1.09 44 10.00
5. Plan and conduct AU 3.12 0.99 85 11.00
recognition activities Faculty Coord. 3.25 1.04 8 11.00
Industrial Rep. 3.15 0.76 33 11.00
Student 3.07 1.15 44 11.00
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Table 4.10 (continued)
Ta^ Respondent
Group
Mean SD N Rank by Group
Out of 11
6. Write letters of All 4.15 0.78 85 2.00
recoiTiTTiendatioa Faculty Coord. 4.25 0.71 8 7.00
Industrial Rep. 3.85 0.76 33 2.00
Student 4.36 0.75 44 2.00
7. Complete evaluation of All 3.65 0.98 85 8.50
assignment Faulty Coord. 3.75 0.71 8 9.00
Industrial Rep. 3,61 0.97 33 6.50
Student 3.66 1.06 44 9.00
8. Complete report describing All 3.84 0.99 85 7.00
experience Faculty Coord. 4.50 0.76 8 4.50
Industrial Rep. 3.61 0.90 33 6.50
Student 3.89 1.04 44 7.00
9. Inform industry about All 4.01 1.05 85 5.00
program Faculty Coord. 4.63 0.74 8 3.00
Industrial Rep. 3.61 0.93 33 6.50
Student 4.20 1.09 44 5.00
10. Inform student All 4.09 0.91 85 3.00
oigani/^tions Faculty Coord. 4.75 0.46 8 2.00
Industrial Rep. 3.76 0.83 33 4.00
Student 4.23 0.94 44 3.50
11. Prepare informational All 3.94 0.86 85 6.00
brochures Faculty Coord. 4.88 0.35 8 1.00
Industrial Rep. 3.61 0.79 33 6.50
Student 4.02 0.85 44 6.00
Scale: 1 = not important; 2 = slightly important; 3 = moderately important; 4
highly important; 5 = extremely important
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Table 4.11 Task importance comparison prior to experience
NAIT Non-NAIT
Tassk Mean SD N Mean SD N
1. Locate new positions 4.49 0.62 76 4.33 0.50 9
2. Establish qualifications 4.17 0.72 76 4.00 0.87 9
3. Facilitate mitial contact 4.07 0.81 76 4.33 0.71 9
4. Prepare for interviews 4.43 0.72 76 4.44 0.53 9
5. Arrange interview ^pointments 4.28 0.81 76 4.33 0.71 9
6. Supply organization with resume 4.42 0.74 76 4.33 0.50 9
7. Conduct interviews 4.43 0.62 76 4.33 0.71 9
8. Establish financial arrangements 4.07 0.74 75 3.89 0.60 9
9. Provide housing information 3.65 0.95 76 3.44 1.01 9
10. Develop objectives and activities 4.22 0.67 76 4.11 0.60 9
11. Approve objectives and activities 4.05 0.83 76 4.33 0.50 9
12. Provide program orientation 3.90 0.90 76 4.11 0.78 9
13. Participate in professional organizations 3.29 1.00 75 3.33 0.87 9
14. Complete training agreement 3.37 1.14 75 3.50 1.07 8
Scale: 1 = not important; 2 = slightly important; 3 = moderately important; 4
highly important; 5 = extremely important
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Table 4.12 Task importance comparison during experience
NAIT Non-NAIT
Task Mean SD N Mean SD N
1. Provide meaningful experiences 4.46 0.58 76 4.60 0.52 10
2. Conduct on-the-job visits 3.20 0.95 76 3.30 1.25 10
3. Assess work performance 4.31 0.62 76 4.30 0.68 10
4. Keep a daily log of all duties and work 3.47 1.14 76 3.90 1.37 10
5. Maintain records of coiomunications 3.65 0.88 76 3.70 1.16 10
6. Provide a written evaluation 4.11 0.76 76 4.50 0.71 10
7. Conduct conferences with students 4.00 0.71 76 4.10 0.99 10
8. Provide housing 3.58 1.17 76 3.10 1.10 10
9. Provide transportation 3.72 1.23 76 3.90 1.29 10
10. Prepare in-school displays 3.00 1.03 76 3.10 1.20 10
11. Prepare on-site displays 2.57 1.12 76 2.78 1.30 9
Scale: 1 = not important; 2 = sl:^tly important; 3 = moderately important; 4
highly impoitant; 5 = extremely important
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Table 4.13 Task importance comparison at the end of experience
NAIT Non-NAIT
Task Mean SD N Mean SD N
1. Assess work performance 4.51 0.62 76 4.44 0.53 9
2. Conduct suitability evaluation 4.05 0.82 75 4.33 0.50 9
3. Provide suggestions for lab instruction 3.65 0.99 76 3.67 0.50 9
4. Make annual reports on program efforts 3.38 1.07 76 3.44 1.13 9
5. Plan and conduct recognition activities 3.12 1.01 76 3.11 0.93 9
6. Write letters of recommendation 4.16 0.77 76 4.11 0.93 9
7. Complete evaluation of assignment 3.65 1.02 76 3.67 0.71 9
8. Complete report describing experience 3.75 0.98 76 4.56 0.73 9
9. Inform industry about program 4.03 1.02 76 3.89 1.36 9
10. Inform student organizations 4.11 0.86 76 4.00 1.32 9
11. Prepare informational brochures 3.90 0.86 76 4.33 0.87 9
Scale: 1 = not important; 2 = slightly important; 3 = moderately important; 4 -
highly important; 5 = extremely important
Current practice
The data to answer research questions 1 and 2 were obtained from Part III,
Current Practice, of the survey instrument. The status of internships and co-ops
in regards to program characteristics are displayed in Tables 4.14 and 4.15. The
comparison of NAIT accredited programs and non-NAIT accredited programs is
shown in Tables 4.16 and 4.17. However, due to the low number of returns from
respondents of non-NAIT accredited programs, any comparison of the two types of
industrial technology programs may not be accurate.
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Table 4.14 Current internship practice in industrial technology
Program Characteristics Response / %
1. Does the program offer internships? Yes 75 85.23
No 2 2.27
Missing Response 11 12.50
2. Is this experience a graduation Yes 48 54.55
requirement? No 24 27.27
Missing Response 16 18.18
3. When is the experience offered? Fall & Spring 1 1.14
Spring & Summer 1 1.14
Siimmpr 16 18.18
AH Year 58 65.91
Missing Response 12 13.64
4. Are written evaluations conducted? Yes 66 75.00
No 6 6.82
Missing Response 16 18.18
5. Who conducts the evaluation? Faculty Coord. 13 14.77
Industrial Rep. 54 61.36
F. C. &I. R. 9 10.23
Missir^ Response 12 13.64
6. How frequently are evaluations Weekly 8 9.09
conducted? Quarterly 24 27.27
At the end 23 26.14
Other 19 21.59
Quarterly & At end 2 2.27
Missing Response 12 13.64
7. Do students conduct self- Yes 58 65.91
evaluations? No 12 13.64
Missing Response 18 20.45
8. What type of assignments are Daily logs 23 26.14
required? Reports 11 12.50
Other 2 2.27
Logs & Reports 34 38.64
Reports & Other 3 3.41
Missing Response 15 17.05
9. Are credits awarded? Yes 65 73.86
No 4 4.55
Missing Response 19 21.59
10. Upon completion, which is given? Pass/Fail 45 51.14
Letter grade 16 18.18
No grade 2 2.27
Missing Response 25 28.41
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Table 4.15 Current co-op practice in industrial technology
PrograTTiCharacteristics Response / %
1. Does the program offer co-ops? Yes 30 34.09
No 5 5.68
Missing Response 53 60.23
2. Is this experience a graduation Yes 7 7.95
requirement? No 23 26.14
Missing Response 58 65.91
3. When is the experience offered? Fall 8b Spring 1 1.14
Spring & Summer 1 1.14
Siiinmpr 1 1.14
AUYear 27 30.68
Missing Response 58 65.91
4. Are written evaluations conducted? Yes 26 29.55
No 2 2.27
Missing Response 60 68.18
5. Who conducts the evaluation? Faculty Coord. 5 5.68
Industrial Rep. 20 22.73
F. C. 86 I. R. 4 4.55
Missing Response 59 67.05
6. How frequentiy are evaluations Weekly 0 0.00
conducted? Quarterly 11 12.50
At the end 10 11.36
Other 6 6.82
Quarterly 86 End 1 1.14
Missing Response 60 68.18
7. Do students conduct self- Yes 22 25.00
evaluations? No 6 6.82
Missing Response 60 68.18
8. What type of assignments are Daily logs 7 7.95
required? Reports 9 10.23
Other 0 0.00
Logs 86 Reports 10 11.36
Reports & Other 1 1.14
Missing Response 61 69.32
9. Are credits awarded? Yes 26 29.55
No 2 2.27
Missing Response 60 68.18
10. Upon completion, which is given? Pass/Fail 16 18.18
Letter grade 8 9.09
No grade 2 2.27
Missing Response 62 70.45
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Table 4.16 Current internship practice comparison
ProgniTTi Characteristics Re^>onse NAIT Non-NAIT
1. Does the program offer internships? Yes 66 9
No 2 0
MLssing Re^>onse 9 2
2. Is this experience a graduation Yes 45 3
requirement? No 18 6
Missing Response 14 2
3. When is the experience offered? Fall & Spring 1 0
Sprirtg A; Snmmpr 1 0
SiimmpT 14 2
All Year 51 7
Missing Response 10 2
4. Are written evaluations conducted? Yes 58 8
No 5 1
Missing Response 14 2
5, Who conducts the evaluation? Faculty Coord. 9 4
Industrial Rep. 52 2
F. C. & I. R. 6 3
Mis^ng Response 10 2
6. How frequently are evaluations Weekly 6 2
conducted? Quarterly 24 0
At the end 16 7
Other 19 0
Quarterly & At end 2 0
Missing Response 10 2
7. Do students conduct self- Yes 51 7
evaluations? No 10 2
Missing Response 16 2
8. What type of assignments are Daily logs 21 2
required? Reports 6 5
Other 2 0
Logs & Reports 32 2
Reports & Other 3 0
Missing Response 13 2
9. Are credits awarded? Yes 56 9
No 4 0
Missing Response 17 2
10. Upon completion, which is given? Pass/Fail 40 5
Letter grade 12 4
No grade 2 0
Missing Response 23 2
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Table 4.17 Current co-op practice comparison
Program Characteristics Response NAIT Non-NAIT
1. Does the program offer co-ops? Yes 25 5
No 3 2
Missing Response 49 4
2. Is this experience a graduation Yes 7 0
requirement? No 17 6
Missing Response 53 5
3. When is the experience offered? Fall & Spring 1 0
Spring & Summer 1 0
Snminpr 1 0
All Year 22 5
Missing Response 52 6
4, Are written evaluations conducted? Yes 22 4
No 1 1
Missing Response 54 6
5. Who conducts the evaluation? Facility Coord. 5 0
Industrial Rep. 17 3
F. C. & I. R. 2 2
Missing Response 53 6
6. How frequently are evaluations Weekly 0 0
conducted? Quarterly 11 0
At the end 6 4
Other 5 0
Quarterly & End 1 0
Missing Response 54 6
7. Do students conduct self- Yes
1Q 3
evaluations? No
X 7
4, 0
Missing Response
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8. What type of assignments are Daily logs 7 0
required? Reports 6 3
Other 0 0
Logs & Reports 9 1
Reports & Other 0 1
Missing Response 55 6
9. Are credits awarded? Yes 21 5
No 2 0
Missing Response 54 6
10. Upon completion, which is given? Pass/Fail 15 1
Letter grade 5 3
No grade 1 1
Missing Response 56 6
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A number of respondents either chose not to or forgot to complete Part III of
the instrument.. Tables 4.18 and 4.19 show the breakdown of respondents that
did not answer questions in Part III of the survey instrument.
Internships
All but one industrial representative and one student indicated on the
survey instrument that the program in which they were or have been involved with
offered internships. This type of experience was noted to be a graduation
requirement by three faculty coordinators of NAIT accredited programs and not a
requirement by five faculty coordinators (four non-NAIT accredited and one NAIT
accredited). Knowledge of this experience as a graduation requirement varied
between industrial representatives and students. Nineteen industrial
representatives and 26 students responded "yes" and five industrial
representatives and 14 students said "no".
When asked if credits were awarded for internships, all faculty coordinators
indicated awarding credit to students for this experience. However, two industrial
representatives and two students indicated that credit was not awarded for this
experience. Of the 19 industrial representatives and 38 students indicating
receiving credit for internships, 13 industrial representatives and 2 students did
not indicate how many credits were awarded. The reported number of credits
earned for an internship varied from one to 12 credits. Some of the more frequent
responses were; five for one credit, 20 for 2 credits, seven for 3 credits and six for
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four credits. Six of 19 industrial representatives failed to respond to the type of
grade given to students upon completion of their internship assignment.
Co-ops
This portion of the survey instrument received less attention from the
respondents. All but one faculty coordinator indicated their program offered co
ops. Ten industrial representatives and 14 students responded the program in
which they were affiliated with offered co-ops. Only four respondents (two
industrial representatives, 2 students) noted that co-op were not offered.
Regarding whether or not a co-op was a graduation requirement, all faculty
coordinators indicated it was not a requirement. On the other hand, three
industrial representatives and four students responded yes to this item.
AH the respondents but one faculty coordinator and one industrial
representative noted awarding credit to students participating in co-ops. However,
of the eight industrial representatives and 14 students who indicated credit was
given for this experience, 5 industrial representatives and 4 students did not
respond to the number of credits awarded. Once again the number of credits
earned for this experience varied between one and 12.
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Table 4.18 Non-response breakdown to current internship practice
Program Characteristics Respondent f %
1. Does the program offer internships? Facility Coordinator 0 0.00
Industiial Representative 6 6.82
Student 5 5.68
2. Is this experience a graduation Faculty Coordinator 0 0.00
requirement? Industrial Representative 10 11.36
Student 6 6.82
3. When is the experience offered? Faculty Coordinator 0 0.00
Industrial Representative 6 6.82
Student 6 6.82
4. Are written evaluations conducted? Facility Coordinator 1 1.14
Industrial Representative 9 10.23
Student 6 6.82
5. Who conducts the evaluation? Faculty Coordinator 0 0.00
Industrial Representative 6 6.82
Student 6 6.82
6. How frequently are evaluations Faculty Coordinator 0 0.00
conducted? Industrial Representative 6 6.82
Student 6 6.82
7. Do students conduct self- Faculty Coordinator 0 0.00
evaluations? Industrial Representative 12 13.64
Student 6 6.82
8. What type of asagnments are Facility Coordinator 0 0.00
required? Industrial Representative 9 10.23
Student 6 6.82
9. Are credits awarded? Faculty Coordinator 0 0.00
Industrial Representative 13 14.77
Student 6 6.82
How many? Faculty Coordinator 0 0.00
Industrial Representative 28 31.82
Student 10 11.36
10. Upon completion, which is given? Faculty Coordinator 0 0.00
Industrial Representative 19 21.59
Student 6 6.82
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Table 4.19 Non-response breakdown to current co-op practice
Program Characteristics Respondent / %
1. £>oes the program offer co-ops? Faculty Coordinator 1 1.14
Industrial Representative 22 25.00
Student 30 34.09
2. Is this experience a graduation Faculty Coordinator 2 2.27
reqxurement? Industrial Representative 25 28.41
Student 31 35.23
3. When is the experience offered? Faculty Coordinator 2 2.27
Industrial Representative 24 27.27
Student 32 36.36
4. Are written evaluations conducted? Faculty Coordinator 3 3.41
Industrial Representative 24 27.27
Student 33 37.50
5. Who conducts the evaluation? Faculty Coordinator 3 3.41
Industrial Representative 24 27.27
Student 32 36.36
6. How frequently are evaluations Faculty Coordinator 3 3.41
conducted? Industrial Representative 25 28.41
Student 32 36.36
7. Do students conduct self- Faculty Coordinator 3 3.41
evaluations? Industrial Representative 25 28.41
Student 32 36.36
8. What type of assignments are Faculty Coordinator 4 4.55
required? Industrial Representative 25 28.41
Student 32 36.36
9. Are credits awarded? Faculty Coordinator 3 3.41
Industrial Representative 25 28.41
Student 32 36.36
How many? Faculty Coordinator 4 4.55
Industrial Representative 31 35.23
Student 36 40.91
10. Upon completion, which is given? Faculty Coordinator 3 3.41
Industrial Representative 27 30.68
Student 32 36.36
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Results ofHypotheses Testing
The results of the data analyses are organized as they relate to each
research hypothesis. However, due to the low response rate of non-NAIT
accredited industrial technology program participants, the research hypotheses for
this study, as stated in chapter one, have been modified. The difference in
cooperative work program practices between NATT accredited and non-accredited
programs could not be analyzed because of the insufficient number of participants
of non-NAIT programs. Therefore, hypothesis one was not tested. H3T5otheses two,
three and four were combined into one hypothesis to test the significant difference
in the importance of participant responsibility between faculty coordinators,
students and industry representatives.
This hypothesis was then divided into three parts. Individual tests analyzed
the degree of importance of participant responsibility: (a) prior to internship/co-op
experience; (b) during internship/co-op experience; and (c) at the end of
intemship/co-op experience. A MANOVA procedure (using a = .05) was used to
test the null hypotheses listed below.
Overall difterence between groups
Hypothesis la: There is no significant difference in the importance of
participant responsibility prior to intemship/co-op experience betweenfaculty
coordinators, students and industry representatives ofindustrial technology
programs.
The test of Hypothesis la yielded an F of 2.06 (p = 0.004), which was
significant. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. A statistically significant
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difference was found between the perceptions of faculty coordinators, industrial
representatives and students regarding the degree of importance of participant
responsibility prior to internship/co-op experience. The values of this test can be
found in Appendix M: MANOVA of overall importance. An analysis of specific
attributes on which perceptions of the three groups differed will be discussed
separately.
H3T)othesis lb: There is no significxintdifference in the importance of
participant responsibility during internship/co-op experience betweenfaculty
coordinators, students and industry representatives ofindustrial technology
programs.
The test of Hypothesis lb yielded an F of 1.29 (p = 0.19), which was not
significant. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. No statistically
significant difference was found between the perception of faculty coordinators,
industrial representatives and students regarding the degree of importance of
participant responsibility during internship/co-op experience. The exact values
can be found in Appendix M: MANOVA of overall importance.
Hypothesis Ic: There is no significant difference in the importance of
participant responsibility at the end of internship/co-op experience betweenfaculty
coordinators, students and industry representatives ofindustrial technology
programs.
The test of Hypothesis Ic 3aelded an F of 1.74 (p - 0.03), which was
significant. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected- A statistically significant
difference was found between the perceptions of faculty coordinators, industrial
representatives and students regarding the degree of importance of participant
responsibility at the end of internship/co-op experience. The values of this test
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can be foiind in Appendix M: MANOVA of overall importance. An analysis of
specific attributes on which perceptions of the three groups differed will be
discussed separately.
DifTerence between groups for each responsibility
Since the F value was not significant for Hjrpothesis lb, no further analysis
was undertaken on those responses. However, the significant F value produced in
testing H5T)otheses la and Ic prompted the researcher to analyze those sections
further. Therefore, 25 one-way ANOVAs (using a = .05) were performed to identify
on which specific responsibilities the perceptions of the three participants differed.
Since the number of tests performed is large, only the tests yielding significant
results are shown in Table 4.20. Readers wishing to see the results of all tests will
find them in Appendix N: ANOVA of individual responsibilities.
The results of the one-way ANOVAs showed that the perceptions of faculty
coordinators, industrial representatives and students were significantly different
for eight of the 25 responsibilities. Significant differences were found in four of the
14 responsibilities prior to internship/co-op experience and four of the 11
responsibilities at the end of internship/co-op experience.
Furthermore, a post hoc test was conducted to determine which categories
of the factor variable are significantly different from which other categories. Along
with the one-way ANOVA, the Bonferroni procedure analyzed each of the 25
variables to determine the difference between two means of each combination of
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Table 4.20 ANOVAof each responsibility by groups for Hypotheses la and Ic
Task Variation Source SS DF MS F P
A1 Between Groups 2.5987 2 1.2993 3.7283 0.0282
Locate new positions Within Groups 28.5778 82 0.3485
Total 31.1765 84
A4 Between Groups 7.1441 2 3.5721 8.6788 0.0004
Prepare for interviews Within Groups 33.7500 82 0.4116
Total 40.8941 84
AS Between Groups 4.1485 2 2.0743 3.4659 0.0359
Arrange interview Within Groups 49.0750 82 0.5985
^pointments Total 53.2235 84
A9 Between Groups 9.6842 2 4.8421 5.9915 0.0037
Provide housing Within Groups 66.2688 82 0.8082
information Total 75.9529 84
C6 Between Groups 4.0118 2 2.0059 3.4996 0.0348
Write letters of Within Groups 47.0000 82 0.5732
recommendation Total 51.0118 84
C9 Between Groups 10.1945 2 5.0972 5.0484 0.0086
Inform industry & Within Groups 82.7937 82 1.0097
community Total 92.9882 84
ClO Between Groups 8.9672 2 4.4836 6.0991 0.0034
Inform student Within Groups 60.2799 82 0.7351
organizations Total 69.2471 84
Cll Between Groups 10.3309 2 5.1654 8.0872 0.0006
Prepare information Within Groups 52.3750 82 0.6387
brochures Total 62.7059 84
the three participants groups. The exact values can be found in Appendix N:
ANOVA of individual responsibilities.
A statistically significant difference was found between industrial
representatives and students for five of the eight responsibilities. These
responsibilities identified by tasks were: A1 Locate new positions; A4 Prepare for
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interviews; A5 Arrange interview appointments; A9 Provide housing information
and; C6 Write letters of recommendation. The remaining three responsibilities
yielded a statistically significant difference between all of the three participants.
These three responsibilities were: C9 Inform industry and the community; ClO
Inform student organizations and; C 11 Prepare informational brochures.
Summary
The four research questions were answered in this chapter. Summary
statistics were provided for the responses of all three groups regarding participant
responsibility and the characteristics of internship and co-op programs. This
chapter also presented the results of all h3TD0theses testing. No significant
difference was found for H)^othesis lb, but a significant difference was found for
Hypotheses la and Ic, Further analysis showed that the perceptions of faculty
coordinators, industrial representatives and students differed significantly for
eight of the 25 responsibilities in respect to Hjrpotheses la and Ic.
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CHAPTER V: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
The previous chapters contained the introduction, the literature review,
methodology, and research results and findings. This chapter provides a brief
summary of the overview of this study, reports conclusions based on the major
findings and results and presents recommendations for future research.
Summcuy
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of faculty
coordinators, industrial representatives and students of both NAIT and non-NAIT
accredited industrial technology programs to (a) compare current practices of
cooperative work programs, and (b) assess the importance of participant
responsibility of cooperative work programs.
More specifically, this research was concerned with investigating and
answering the following research questions:
1. What are the current practices of cooperative work programs in industrial
technology?
2. Is there a difference in practice between NAIT accredited and non-accredited
industrial technology programs?
3. What specific responsibilities of cooperative work program participants are
perceived as important by faculty coordinators, students and industrial
representatives?
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4. Is there a difference in the importance of participant responsibility among
facility coordinators, students and industrial representatives of NATT
accredited and non-accredited industrial technology programs?
Summary of research questions
The results of the data analyses are provided in chapter four, and are briefly
summarized as follows:
Research question 1. In response to part three of the survey, faculty
coordinators, industrial representatives, and students indicated which of the ten
program characteristics of internships and co-ops were applicable to the program
in which they were or have been involved with. When asked if the industrial
technology program with which they were affiliated offered internships, about 85%
of the respondents indicated yes. Over 54% of the participants indicated this
experience (internship) was a graduation requirement. Close to 66% of the
respondents recorded that this experience was offered all year round and another
18% noted it was offered only during the summer.
Written evaluations were conducted during the experience according to 75%
of the respondents. Sixty-one percent of the respondents identified the industrial
representative as the person conducting the evaluation while close to 15%
indicated the faculty coordinator. Ten percent of the respondents indicated both
the faculty coordinator and industrial representative responsible for conducting
evaluations. Twenty-seven percent indicated the evaluations were conducted on a
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quarterly basis during the assignment and 26% indicated the evaluations were
conducted at the end of the experience. When asked if students were given the
opportunity to conduct self-evaluations, close to 66% indicated yes.
Daily logs and reports accounted for 77% of the required assignments.
Close to 74% of the respondents indicated receiving credits for this experience.
Upon completion of the experience, 51% indicated receiving a pass/fail grade and
18% indicated receiving a letter grade.
Over 60% of the respondents did not answer aU of the items regarding co-op
current practices. When asked if the industrial technology program they were
affiliated with offered co-ops, about 34% of the respondents indicated yes, close to
six % respondents indicated no and 60% did not respond to the question. Only
7.95% of the respondents indicated this experience (co-op) a graduation
requirement. Of the 30 respondents indicating this experience being offered, 27
indicated it to be offered all year round.
Twenty-six out of 30 respondents indicated written evaluations were
conducted during the experience. When asked who conducted these evaluations,
20 indicated the industrial representative, five indicated the faculty coordinator
and four indicated both the faculty coordinator and the industrial representative.
Twenty-two respondents indicated the frequency of evaluations to be conducted on
a quarterly and/or at the end of the experience basis. The same number of
respondents noted opportunities for students to conduct self-evaluations.
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All of the respondents indicating co-op opportunities in existence recorded
daily logs and reports to be required assignments during the experience. Twenty-
six respondents indicated credit was awarded to those students participating on
co-ops. And upon completion of the work assignment, 16 indicated receiving a
pass/fail grade, eight indicated receiving a letter grade and two indicated receiving
no grade.
Research question 2. Statistical analysis to determine a significant
difference of current practices between NATT and non-accredited industrial
technology programs could not be performed due to the insufficient number of
responses of participants from non-NAIT accredited programs. However,
comparison tables were formulated in chapter four to display the data obtained in
this study in regards to program characteristics of internships and co-op
programs.
Research question 3. In response to part two of the survey instrument,
faculty coordinators, industrial representatives, and students indicated the degree
of importance of 36 items identified by task as responsibilities of cooperative
education programs. These tasks were divided into three areas: prior to
experience; during experience and at the end of experience. The top five tasks for
each area according to each respondent and as an entire entity are listed in Tables
5.1 - 5.3.
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Table 5.1 Top five responsibilities prior to experience
All Faculty Coord. Indust. Repres. Student
1. Locate new Develop objectives Supply Prepare for
positions and activities * organization with interviews
resume
2. Prepare for Prepare for interview Conduct interviews Locate new
interviews * positions
3. Conduct interviews Locate new Locate new Arrange intenriew
positions positions appointments
4. Supply Arrange interview Establish Supply organization
oz^anization with appointments ** qualifications * with resume *
resume
5. Arrange interview Conduct interviews * Develop objectives Conduct interviews *
appointments and ^tivities *
Approve objectives
and activities **
* Indicates bimodal
** Indicates trimodal
Research question 4. A significant difference was fo^lnd between faculty
coordinators, industrial representatives and students in regards to the importance
of participant responsibilities of internship/co-op programs. However, the test
used to analyze this difference compared the three groups as a whole and not as to
sub-groups (NAIT and non-NAIT). In the final stage of the analysis eight
responsibilities were identified. These responsibilities are shown in Table 5.4,
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Table 5.2 Top five responsibilities during experience
AU Faculty Coord. Indust. Repres. Student
1. E^vide meaningful Assess work Provide meaningful F*rovide meaningful
experiences performance experiences experiences
2. Assess work Provide meaningful Assess work Assess work
perfonnance experiences ** performance performance
3. Provide a written Provide a written Provide a written Provide a wntten
evaluation evaluation ** evaluation evaluation
4. Conduct Conduct Conduct Provide
conferences with conferences with conferences with transportation
students students students
5. Provide Conduct on-the-job Maintain records of Conduct
transportation visits * communications conferences with
students
Maintain records of
communications *
*
**
Indicates bimodal
Indicates tiimodal
Summary of hypotheses
Three hypotheses were tested in the study. The results were presented in
chapter four and a concluding summary is given as follows:
1. Hypothesis la: There is no significant difference in the importance of
participant responsibility prior to internship/co-op experience betweenfaculty
coordinators, students and industry representatives ofindustrial technology
programs.
There was a significant difference at the 0.05 level between the three
participant groups regarding the degree of importance of participant responsibility
prior to internship / co-op experience. Four responsibilities were identified and can
be found in Table 5.4.
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Table 5.3 Top five responsibilities at the end of experience
All Faculty Coord. Indust. Repres. Student
1. Assess work
performance
Prepare
informational
brochures
Assess work
performance
Assess work
performance
2. Write letters of
recommendation
Inform student
organizations
Write letters of
recommendation
Write letters of
recommendation
3. Inform student
organizations
Inform industry
about program
Conduct suitability
evaluations
Conduct suitability
evaluations *
4. Conduct suitability
evaluations
Assess work
performance *
Inform student
organizations
Inform student
organizations *
5. Inform industry
about program
Complete report
describing
experience *
Complete
evaluation of
assignment ***
Inform industry
about program
Indicates bimodal
Indicates quadmodal
Complete report
describing
experience ***
Inform industry
about program **
Prepare
informational
brochures
2. H3^othesis lb: There is no significant difference in the importance of
participant responsibility during internship/co-op experience betweenfaculty
coordinators, students and industry representatives of industrial technology
programs.
There was no significant difference at the 0.05 level. Thus, no further
exploration was conducted.
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Table 5.4 Responsibilities having significant differences
Means
Time Frame Responsibility / Task Faculty Coord. Indust. Rep. Students
1. Prior Locate new co-op and
internship positions
4.50 4.27 4.61
2. Prior Prepare for intenaews 4.63 4.09 4.66
3. Prior Arrange appointments
for interviews
4.38 4.03 4.45
4. Prior Provide infonnation for
housing and living off-
campus if needed
3.50 3.24 3.93
5. At the end Write letters of
recommendation
4.25 3.85 4.36
6. At the end Inform industry and
the comm\mity about
internship/co-op
program
4.63 3.61 4.20
7. At the end Inform student
ozganizations about
cooperative education
program
4.75 3.76 4.23
8. At the end Prepare informational
brochures about
cooperative education
program
4.88 3.61 4.02
3. Hypothesis Ic: There is no significant difference in the importance of
participant responsibility at the end of internship/co-op experience between
faculty coordinators, students and industry representatives of industrial
technology programs.
There was a significant difference at the 0.05 level between the three
participant groups regarding the degree of importance of participant responsibility
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at the end of internship/co-op experience. Once again four responsibilities were
identiiied and can be found in Table 5.4.
Conclusions
Upon completion of this study, the researcher was able to draw the
following conclusions:
1. Industrial representatives and students participating in an industrial
technology internship/co-op do not have knowledge about the program's
NATT accreditation status. The value of NATT accreditation was noted by
three faculty coordinators by indicating their program was seeking
accreditation. However, this information is not disseminated to their majors
and those contributing industries.
2. Student participation seems to be dominated by juniors and seniors.
Industrial supervision ranges from various levels of managers and engineers
to top executives. Over 80% of industrial representatives indicated
participating between 0-5 years. Most program coordinators were faculty
with some type of professor classification.
3. Locating new positions, conducting interviews and supplying organization
with a resume were among the top five task / responsibilities perceived as
important by faculty coordinators, industrial representatives and students,
prior to the experience. Providing meaningful experiences, assessing work
performance and providing written evaluations were commonly ranked high
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by all three groups regarding responsibilities during the internship. At the
end of the experience, assessing work performance, writing letters of
recommendation and conducting suitability evaluations were three
responsibilities considered to be highly important by all participants. Hiese
commonalties provide some frame work of assurance towards success for
all participants.
4. The value of internships and co-ops is becoming increasingly recognized by
industrial technology programs as these types of experiences become a
graduation requirement. Along with benefiting from "real world exposure",
students are receiving academic credit as well for these experiences which
adds reinforcement to value of these experiences that can be noted across
the campuses of colleges and universities around the country.
Recommendations
As a result of this study, the following recommendations are made by the
resesircher:
1. Replication of the current study should be conducted to include all
industrial technology programs in the United States, both NAIT accredited
and non-accredited. Consideration must be given to the time of year
participants are contacted.
71
2. Replication of the current study could be conducted in other countries
having industrial technology programs. Internships and co-ops are
recognized around the world.
3. The current study could be divided into two research studies. One
examining current practice characteristics of internship/co-op programs
and one assessing the perceptions held towards the tasks associated with
internship/co-op programs.
4. Further analysis should be conducted investigating the relationship
between the level of importance and the individual responsible for the task.
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Industrial Technology Baccalaureate Program Directory
NAIT Accredited Industrial Technology Programs
INSTITUTION
California Polytechnic State University
California State University - Chico
California State University - Fresno
Central Connecticut State University
Colorado State University
East Carolina University
Eastern Illinois University
Elizabeth City State University
Illinois State University
Indiana State University
Iowa State University
Kean College of New Jersey
Mississippi Valley State University
North Carolina A 8eT State University
Northern Michigan University
Northwestern State University of Louisiana
Ohio University
Purdue University
San Jose State University
Southeastern Louisiana University
Southern Illinois University at Carbondale
State University College at Buffalo
Tennessee Technological University
Texas A & M - Kingsville
Texas Southern University
University of North Dakota
University of Northern Iowa
University of Southern Maine
University ofWisconsin - Stout
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Industrial Teacher Education Directory
Non-NATT Accredited Industrial Technology Programs
INSTITUTION
Alabama A & M University
Livingston University
University of Arkansas
University of Central Arkansas
Humboldt State University
Pacific Union College
Western State College
The University ofWest Florida
University of Idaho
Chicago State University
Western Illinois University
Ball State University
McPherson College
The Wichita State University
Morehead State University
Northern Kentucky University
GrambUng State University
University of Southwestern Louisiana
Fitchburg State College
Andrews University
Central Michigsin University
Bemidji State University
Mississippi State University
Missouri Southern State College
Southwest Missouri State University
College of the Ozarks
Chadron State College
University of Nebraska at Kearney
Keene State College
Eastern New Mexico University
Western Carolina University
Valley City State College
Central State University
Kent State University
Ohio Northern University
Langston University
Northeastern State University
Panhandle State University
California University of Pennsylvania
Che3aiey University of Pennsylvania
Millersville University
Rhode Island College
Abilene Christian University
Prairie View A & M University
Sam Houston State University
Tarleton State University
he University of Texas at Tyler
Southern Utah University
Utah State University
Old Dominion University
Central Washington University
Eastern Washington University
Walla Walla College
Western Washington University
West Virginia Institute of Technology
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Industrial Technology Baccalaureate Program Directory
Non-NATT Accredited Industrial Technology Programs
INSTTTUTION
Southern Arkansas University
University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff
San Francisco State University
Montana State University
University of Nebraska at Omaha
Clemson University
Northern State University
Tennessee State University - Nashville
East Texas State University
Lamar University
Sul Ross State University
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The status of cooperative education/work programs
in industrial technology
Iowa State University
Department of IndustrialEducation and Technology
Ames, Iowa
1995
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Iowa StateUniversity College ofEducation
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY Department of Industrial
Education and Technology
1141. Ed. n
Ames, Iowa 50011-3130
515 294-1033
Dear Madam/Sir
Asthe Intemship/Co-op Coordinator for the Department ofIndustrial Education andTechnology
at Iowa State University. I am conducting a stud>' to investigate thevariability of intemship/co-op
programs in Industrial Technology. This stud>' wll not be a critique ofany specific program, but
rather a general analysis of currently practices andperceptions ofparticipant responsibiIit>'.
It is hoped that the results ofthis study will bebeneficial to indiudual intemship/co-op programs
in Industrial Technology by providing baseline data documenting current practice characteristics
andperceptions offacult>- coordinators, industrial representatives, and students regarding
participant responsibilities. This documentation has potential for assisting in the process of
program review and revision.
You havebeen identifiedas a participantof an intemship/co-op program. Your participationis
entirely volimtarv. Theinformation you provide will bekept strictly confidential anddata will be
reportedin group formonly. A numerical identification codewillbe used to allownon-
respondents tobeidentified fora foUow-up mailing. These numbers will be removed immediately
uponreturnof eachbooklet. Yourresponse is greatly appreciated andvital to the success of the
study.
Please set aside sometime in the ne?ct week to answer the questions in this booklet. An estimated
timeof 10-15 minutes willbe needed to complete the survey. Aftercompleting the questions,
follow the instructions on the back-inside coverby taping the booklet shut as illustrated and return
it byU.S.mail. Pleasedo not staplethe booklet as prepaid postage machinescaimotprocess
stapled materials. Weappreciate your prompt cooperation and professional contribution. Ifyou
have any questions about this research or the instrument itself, please contactmeat (515) 294-
6239.
Sincerely,
Israel Colon, Jr.
Intemship/Co-op Coordinator
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PARTI
DEMOGRAPHICS
Directions: Please check i^) thebox orwrite your response on the lineprovided foreach of
thefollowing items. Some items may require more thanone response, please
check (^) or respond to all itemsthat apply.
A. Respondent Category:
• Faculty Coordinator
Years of coordinating program:
• 0-1 years •6-10 years
• 2-5 years • Over 10years
Faculty Title:
• Industrial Representative
Years of program particit)ation:
• 0-1 years •6-10 years
• 2-5 years • Over 10yeare
• Student
Enrollment status:
Occupation Title:
• F/T • P/T Classification:
• Freshman • Junior • Sophomore • Senior
B. Is the program you represent/sponsor:
• Accredited byNational Association ofIndustrial Technologv' (NATT)
• Not NATT accredited but seeking accreditation
• Not NATT accredited, and not seeking accreditation
• NATT accreditation status unknown
• Other accreditations, please specify-
C. Geographic Location (Time Zone):
• Eastern • Mountain • Central • Pacific
D. Are you currently involved in an internship orco-op? • Yes • No
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PARTH
RESPONSIBILITY ASSESSMENT
Directions: • In the next three sections (A,B, & C), the following items are identified by task
as responsibilities of cooperative education programparticipants.
• First read each statement. Identify the participant(s) who should be responsible
for eachtaskbycircling the appropriate letterfollowing the responsibility. Some
tasks may require more than one particioanL please circle all that apply.
• Then, rate the degree of importanceofeachresponsibility bycircling the
appropriate number.
An example is provided in the shaded area below.
WHO SHOULD BE RESPONSIBLE: DEGREE OF ^
IMPORTANCE: "i S -
F- Faculty Coordinator 1-Not Important 2 « ts ^
I- Industry Representative 2-Slightly Important | ^ B
S- Student 3-Moderately Important ^ 1 q. " o E
4-Highly Important 8 ^ f J
5 - Extremely Important
o -2 ^ ^ ^
SECTION A: PRIOR TO INTERNSHIP/CO-QP EXPERIENCE
X Take m%te^ final exams ® 1 2 3-4 ®|
^ ——• - —
3. Facilitate initial contact with employer F I
4. Preparefor interviews F I
7. Conduct interviews F I
8. Establish financial arrangements F I
9. Provide information for housing and living off-campus if needed. . F I
10. Develop objectivesand a plan of activities related to assignment. F I
11. Approve objectives, activities & experiences related to assignment F I
12. Provide orientation to cooperativeeducationprogram F I
13. Participate in local and/or state professional organizations ... .F I
s 1 2 3 4 5
s I 2 3 4 5
s 1 2 3 4 5
s I 2 3 4 5
s I 2 3 4 5
s 1 2 3 4 5
s 1 2 3 4 5
s 1 2 3 4 5
s 1 2 3 4 5
s 1 2 3 4 5
s 1 2 3 4 5
s 1 2 3 4 5
s 1 2 3 4 5
s 1 2 3 4 5
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SECTION B: DURING INTERNSHIP/CO-OP EXPERIENCE
1. Provide a variety of meaningful experienceswith adequate supervision
2. Conduct on-the-job visits
3. Assess work performance
4. a daily log of all duties and/or work performed
5. Maintain records of communications and written appraisals ....
6. Provide a written evaluation ofthe student's performance
7. Conduct consultation and conferences with student
8. Provide housing for intemship/co-op students
9. Provide transportation to and from intemship/co-op site
10. Prepare in-school displays relating to cooperative education program
11. Prepare on-site displays relating to cooperative educationprogram. .
u
% §AS Cfl
.S
1 8-
8
«
^ S g
33-0
B
S o ^ t
-1 g-| a
•C £ ^ & >v
£•= fe S
z 5^ S a: lS
F I S 1 2 3 4 5
F I s 1 2 3 4 5
F I s 1 2 3 4 5
F I s 1 2 3 4 5
F I s I 2 3 4 5
F I s 1 2 3 4 5
F I s 1 2 3 4 5
F I s 1 2 3 4 5
F I s 1 2 3 4 5
F I s 1 2 3 4 5
F I s 1 2 3 4 5
SECTION C: AT THE END OF INTERNSHIP/CO-OP EXPERIENCE
1. Assess work performance F I S 1 2 3 4 5
2. Conduct evaluation of field instruction sites to determine suitability
for future participation F I S 1 2 3 4 5
3. Provide suggestions for use in related class/lab instruction F I s 1 2 3 4 5
4. Make annual reports on cooperative education program efforts . . . F I s 1 2 3 4 5
5. Plan and conduct recognition activities F I s 1 2 3 4 5
6. Write letters of recommendation F I s 1 2 3 4 5
7. Complete a site appraisal evaluation of the assignment F I s 1 2 3 4 5
8. Complete a report that describes the work assignment, learning
experiences, academic preparation, planning and career development. F I s 1 2 3 4 5
9. Inform industry', and the community about intemship/co-op program. F I s 1 2 3 4 5
10. Inform student organizations about cooperative education program . F I s 1 2 3 4 5
11. Prepare informational brochures about cooperative education program F I s 1 2 3 4 5
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PARTTH
CURRENT PRACTICE
Directions: Listed below are two forms of cooperative education experiences and the definitions for
each. When responding to the following items, please consider the program in which
you are or have been involved. Please check{/) or respond to all items that ^ply.
IN l l!;KNi»llLP - A fiilltime or part-time supervised learning activity consisting of one assignment
with an employer.
1. Does the program offer internships? • Yes • No
2. Is this experience a graduation requirement? • Yes • No
3. When is the experience offered? • Fall • Spring
• Summer • All Year
4. Are written evaluations conducted? • Yes • No
5. Who conducts the evaluation? • Industrial Representative
• Faculty Coordinator
6. How frequently are evaluations conducted? • Weekly • Quarterly • At the end
• Other soecifv
7. Do students conduct self-evaluations? • Yes • No
8. What type ofassignments are required? • Daily logs • Reports
• Other soecilV
9. Are credits awarded? • Yes How manv? • No
10. Upon completion, which is given? • Pass / Fail • Letter grade • No grade
CO-OP - A fuUtime supervised learning activity consisting of two or more assignments with the same
employer and a full school semester in between assignments.
1. Does the program offer co-ops? • Yes • No
2. Is this experience a graduation requirement? • Yes • No
3. When is the experience offered? • Fall • Spring
• Summer • All Year
4. Are written evaluations conducted? • Yes • No
5. Who conducts the evaluation? • Industrial Representative
• Faculty Coordinator
6. How frequently are evaluations conducted? • Weekly • Quarterly • At the end
• Other specifv
7. Do students conduct self-evaluations? • Yes • No
8. What type of assignments are required? • Daily logs • Reports
• Other SDecifV
9. Are credits awarded? • Yes How manv? • No
10. Upon completion, which is given? • Pass / Fail • Letter grade • No grade
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Thankyou very muchfor your contribution.
Your efforts are appreciated!
IMPORTANT
Mailing Instructions
This booklet is markedfor pre-paid postage foryourconvenience. Pleasefollow these stepsto
insure that it is returned;
I. Fold the flap over the booklet
cover (just as it was found in
the original envelope).
Make sure that the return
address is facing out.
Seal the booklet and
two ends with tape.
4. Please, DO NOT STAPLE.
5. Return the booklet bv U.S. Mail.
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_ ^ T T ^ College ofEducation
Iowa State University Department of industrial
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY m n T^echnology
Ames, Iowa 50011-3130
May 24,1995 515-294-1033
FAX 515-294-1123
Dear «Name»:
As theIntemship/Co-op Coordinator for theDepartment ofIndustrial Education and Technology at Iowa State
University, I am conducting a study to investigate thevariability of intemship/co-op programs in Industrial
Technolog}'. Thisstudy willnot bea critique ofany specific program, butrather a general analysis ofcurrent
practices and perceptions ofparticipant responsibility.
It is hoped that the results fi-om this study willbe beneficial to individual intemship/co-op programs in
Industrial Technology b>' providing baseline datadocumenting cxirrent practice characteristics and perceptions
offacul^ coordinators, industrial representatives, andstudents regarding participant responsibilities. This
documentation hasgreatpotential for assisting in the process of program review and revision.
Through a review of the Industrial Teacher Education Directory and theIndustrialTechnologyBaccalaureate
Program Directory, your program was identified as one that hasa intemship/co-op program as a partof its
curriculum. As a faculty coordinator, your helpin identifying industrial representatives, and students who
havebeen involved in a intemship/co-op programthroughyouruniversity is needed. Participationis
voluntary. Information obtained will be strictly confidential and data will be reported in group form only.
Your assistance is requested in compiling this list of industrial representatives and students of your program.
Please note that the names and addresses will be used solelyfor the dissemination of the survey instrument.
Pleaserespond to this requestby forwarding the namesand currentaddresses of:
• at leastfive (5) industry representatives whohavebeenresponsible for providingthe experiences
and supervisionfor those students participating in the cooperativeeducation program.
• at least ten (10) undergraduate students who have completeda cooperative education experience
within the past year. Current mailing addresses are essential.
Any printout including names and addresses will beadequate. If it is more convenient to use the forms
included with this letter, feel &ee to do so. A self-addressed, stamped envelope is provided for your
convenience.
Alsoenclosed pleasefind a copyof the survey booklet usedto conduct this study. Please set aside sometime
in the next week to answer the questions in this bookletand return the requested information.
Your response and assistance is greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,
Israel Colon, Jr.
Interaship/Co-op Coordinator
Industrial Education and Technology
Industrial Representatives:
Name:
Title:
Company
Address:
City;
State:
Name:
Title:
Company
Address:
City:
State:
Name:
Title:
Compaity
Address:
City:
State:
Students:
Name:
Address:
City:
State:
Name:
Address:
City:
State:
Name:
Address:
City:
State:
Name:
Address:
City:
State:
Name:
Address:
City:
State:
Zip Code:
Zip Code:
Zip Code:
Zip Code:
Zip Code:
Zip Code:
Zip Code:
Zip Code:
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Name:
Tide:
Company
Address:
City:
State;
Name:
Title:
Company
Address:
City:
State:
Name:
TiUe:
Company
Address:
City:
State:
Name:
Address:
City:
State:
Name:
Address:
City:
State:
Name:
Address;
City:
State;
Name:
Address:
City:
State:
Name;
Address:
City:
State:
Zip Code:
Zip Code:
Zip Code:
Zip Code:
Zip Code:
Zip Code:
Zip Code:
Zip Code:
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IOWA State University Department ofIndustrial
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY nlTm.
Ames, Iowa 50011-3130
June 24, 1995 515-294-1033
FAX 515-294-1123
Dear «Name»:
Fourweeks agoyouwere mailed a questionnaire to survey your perceptions regarding thevariability of
intemship/co-op programs in Industrial Technology. Although your participation in this research is voluntary,
your professional perceptions are highly valued andwill contribute to thesuccess of thestudy. Your response
to thequestionnaire willprovide baseline datadocumenting current practice characteristics and perceptions of
participant responsibilities. Thisdocumentation hasgreat potential forassisting in theprocess ofprogram
review and revision.
If you have recently returned yourquestionnaire, please accept this letter as a note of thanks foryour
assistance, ff youhave notalready done so,would youplease takea littletime to complete the survey booklet
and returnit as soonas possible so that yourresponses canbe included in the analysis. I amenclosing another
copy of the questionnaire foryourresponse in case theoriginal mailinghasbeenmisplaced or never reached
you.
Onceagain yourassistanceis requested in compiling this list of industrial representatives and studentsof your
program to be used solelyfor the dissemination of the survey instrument.
Please respond to this request by forwarding the names and current addressesof:
• at least five (5) industry representatives who have been responsiblefor providing the experiences
and supervisionfor those students participating in the cooperative education program.
• at least ten (10) undergraduate studentswho have completeda cooperativeeducation experience
within the past year. Current mailing addresses are essential.
Anyprintout includingnames and addresses willbe adequate. If it is moreconvenient to use the forms
included with this letter, feel free to do so. A self-addressed, stamped envelope is provided for your
convenience.
Thank you for your time and cooperation in this effort.
Sincerely,
Israel Colon, Jr.
Intemship/Co-op Coordinator
Industrial Education and Technology
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Iowa State University
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
July 25, 1995
College ofEducation
Department of Indu^iiai
Education and Technology
1141. Ed.n
Ames, Iowa 50011-3130
515-294-1033
FAX 515-294-1123
«FirstName» «LastName»
«Address»
«Cily», «State» «Postal_Code»
Dear «FirstName»:
Youhavebeen identified as a participantof an intemship/co-op programbyyour Intern Coordinator, «Name».
In an effort to review, revise and improve intemship/co-op programs,your input is greatly needed and your
proftosional perceptions are highly valued. Please findenclosed in thispacket 2 copiesof thequestionnaire
used to gather your perceptions regardingparticipant responsibilities and the current statusof intemship/co-op
programs.
Please respond to this request by completing one surveybookletand forwarding the other enclosed survey
booklet to your internship site supervisor. I will appreciateyour prompt cooperation and professional
contribution in this effort.
Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Isr^l Colon, Jr.
Intemship/Co-op Coordinator
Enclosure
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Iowa State University
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
August 21, 1995
College ofEducation
Department of Industrial
Education and Technology
1141. Ed. n
Ames, Iowa 50011-3130
515-294-1033
FAX 515-294-1123
«FirstName» «LastName»
«Address»
«City», «State» «Postal_Code»
Dear «FirstName»:
Fourweeks agoyouweremaileda questionnaire to survey yourperceptions regardingthe variabilityof
intemship/co-op programsin IndustrialTechnology. Although yourparticipation in this research is voluntary,
yourprofessional perceptions are highlyvaluedand will contribute to the success of the study. Your response
to the questionnaire will providebaselinedata documenting currentpracticecharacteristics and perceptions of
participant responsibilities. This documentation has greatpotentialfor assistingin the processof program
review and revision.
If youhave recently returnedyourquestionnaire, please accept this letteras a noteof thanks for your
assistance. If you have not already done so, wouldyou please take a little time to complete the surveybooklet
and return it as soon as possible so that your responses can be included in the analysis. I am enclosing 2
conies of the questionnaire for your response in case the original mailinghas beenmisplaced or never reached
you. Please respond to this request by completingone surveybooklet and forwarding the other enclosed survey
booklet to your internship site supervisor-
Thank you for your time and cooperation in this effort.
Sincerely,
Israel Colon, Jr.
Intemship/Co-op Coordinator
Industrial Education and Technology
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IOWA State University
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
August 21, 1995
College ofEducation
Department of Industrial
Education and Technology
1141.Ed.n
Ames, Iowa 50011-3130
515-294-1033
FAX 515-294-1123
«FirstName» «LastName»
«Address»
«City», «State» «Postal_Code»
Dear «FirstName»;
Four weeks ago you were mailed a questiormaire tosurvey your perceptions regarding thevariability of
intemship/co-op programs in Industrial Technology. Although your participation in this research is voluntary,
your professional perceptions arehighly valued and will contribute tothesuccess ofthestudy. Your response
tothe questionnaire will provide baseline data documenting current practice characteristics and pert^ptions of
participant responsibilities. This documentation has great potential for assisting in theprocess ofprogram
review and revision.
Ifyou have recently returned your questionnaire, please accept this letter asa note ofthanks for your
assistance. Ifyou have not already done so, would you please take a little time tocomplete the survey booklet
andreturn it as soon as possible sothatyour responses can beincluded in the analysis. I amenclosing another
copy ofthequestionnaire for your response in case the original mailing has been misplaced or never reached
you.
Thank you for your time and cooperation in this effort.
Sincerely,
Israel Colon, Jr.
Intemship/Co-op Coordinator
Industrial Education and Technology
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NATT Accredited programs participating in the study
Central Connecticut State University
Department of Industrial Technology
New Britain, Connecticut
Iowa State University
Department of Industrial Education and Technology
Ames, Iowa
University of Southern Maine
Department of Technology
Gorham, Maine
University ofWisconsin - Stout
Department of Industrial Technology
Menomonie, Wisconsin
Non-NATT Accredited programs participating in the study
Ball State University
Department of Industry and Technology
Muncie, Indiana
Central Michigan University
Department of Industrial and Engineering Technology
Mt. Pleasant, Michigan
Eastern New Mexico University
Department of Industrial Technology
Portales, New Mexico
University of Arkansas - Pine BlufT
Department of Industrial Technology
Pine Bluff, Arkansas
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APPENDIX J: PARTICIPATING INDUSTRY
Industry participating in the study
Academy Roofing
Ankeny, Iowa
Ames Laboratory
Ames, Iowa
Armour Foods
Mason City, Iowa
Borg Warner Automotive
Murice, Indiana
Clarinda Company
Atlantic, Iowa
Drafting Works
Ankeny, Iowa
EDP Communication Systems
Chippewa Falls, Wisconsin
GOMACO
Ida Groye, Iowa
The Hon Company
Mt. Pleasant, Iowa
Integrated Business Systems
West Des Moines, Iowa
IBM
Rochester, Minnesota
Iowa State University
Ames, Iowa
Iowa Thin Film Technology
Ames, Iowa
John Deere
Des Moines, Iowa
102
Lennox Industries
Marshalltown, Iowa
Mercruiser
Stillwater, Oklahoma
Midwest Industries
Ida Grove, Iowa
Pioneer Hi-Bred Int., Inc.
Johnston, Iowa
Rockwell Graphic Systems
Cedar Rapids, Iowa
Ryan and Associates
Davenport, Iowa
Sauer-Sundstrand
Ames, Iowa
Seneca Foundry
Webster City, Iowa
Square D
Cedar Rapids, Iowa
3M
Ames, Iowa
Tileworks
Redfield, Iowa
Townsend Associates, Inc.
Ames, Iowa
Weigh-Tronix
Fairmont, Minnesota
Worzalla Publishing
Stevens Point, Wisconsin
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Respondent Distribatlon
Respondent Category Frequency Percent
Faculty Coordinator 8 9.09
Industrial Representative 34 38.64
Student 46 52.27
Total 88 100.00
Years of Progmm Participation of Industrial RepresentatlTes
Years of Participation Frequency Percent
0-1 Years 15 44.12
2-5 Years 14 41.18
6-10 Years 3 8.82
Over 10 Years 2 5.88
Total 34 100.00
Knowledge of NAIT Accreditation (Overall)
Accreditation Status Frequency Percent
NAIT Accredited 14 15.91
Seeking Accreditation 7 7.95
Not Seeking Accreditation 8 9.09
Status Unknown 27 30.68
Other Accreditation 1 1.14
Missing Response 31 35.23
Total 88 100.00
105
Geographic Location Distribution
Time Zone Frequency Percent
Central 74 84.09
Eastern U 12.50
Mountain 1 1.14
Pacific 0
Missing Response 2 2.27
Total 88 100.00
Current Involvement Status
Respondent Categoiy Yes No Missing
Facility Coordinator 5 2 1
Industrial Representative 23 9 2
Student 35 10 1
Total 63 21
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AT.L RESPONDENTS
A1
Valid Cxun
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 29 33.0 33.0 35.2
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 9 10.2 10.2 45.5
ALL FIS 14 15.9 15.9 61.4
Faculty & Student FS 28 31.8 31.8 93.2
Industrial Represent I 3 3.4 3.4 96.6
Student S 3 3.4 3.4 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
A2
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 27 30.7 30.7 33.0
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 35 39.8 39.8 72.7
ALL FIS 3 3.4 3.4 76.1
Faculty & Student FS 7 8.0 8.0 84.1
Industrial Represent I 9 10.2 10.2 94.3
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 2 2.3 2.3 96.6
Student s 3 3.4 3.4 100. 0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
A3
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 42 47.7 47.7 50. 0
Faculty & Indust, Re FI 2 2.3 2.3 52.3
ALL FIS 3 3.4 3.4 55.7
Faculty & Student FS 22 25.0 25.0 80.7
Industrial Represent I 1 1.1 1.1 81.8
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 1.1 1.1 83.0
Student s 15 17.0 17.0 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
A4
Valid Cxim
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 3 3.4 3.4 5.7
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 1.1 1.1 6.8
ALL FIS 7 8.0 8.0 14.8
Faculty & Student FS 14 15.9 15.9 30.7
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 16 18.2 18.2 48.9
Student S 45 51.1 51.1 100.0
Total 88 100. 0 100.0
Valid cases 88
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A5
Valid Cvun
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 10 11.4 11.4 13.6
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 5 5.7 5.7 19.3
ALL FIS 11 12.5 12.5 31.8
Faculty & Student FS 8 9.1 9.1 40.9
Industrial Represent I 2 2.3 2.3 43.2
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 18 20.5 20.5 63.6
Student s 32 36.4 36.4 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
A6
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 8 9.1 9.1 11,4
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 2 2.3 2.3 13.6
Faculty & Student FS 29 33.0 33.0 46.6
Student S 47 53.4 53.4 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
A7
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 2 2.3 2.3 4.5
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 4 4.5 4.5 9.1
ALL FIS 2 2.3 2.3 11.4
Faculty & Student FS 1 1.1 1.1 12.5
Industrial Represent I 58 65.9 65.9 78.4
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 17 19.3 19.3 97.7
Student S 2 2.3 2.3 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
A8
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 3 3.4 3.4 3.4
Faculty F 3 3.4 3.4 6.8
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 2 2.3 2.3 9.1
ALL FIS 12 13.6 13.6 22.7
Industrial Represent I 20 22.7 22.7 45.5
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 43 48.9 48.9 94.3
Student s 5 5.7 5.7 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
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A9
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 9 10.2 10.2 12.5
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 12 13.6 13.6 26.1
ALL FIS 7 8.0 8.0 34.1
Faculty & Student FS 2 2,3 2.3 36.4
Industrial Rep re s ent I 34 38. 6 38.6 75.0
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 7 8.0 8.0 83.0
Student S 15 17.0 17.0 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
AlO
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 7 8.0 8.0 10.2
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 8 9.1 9.1 19.3
ALL FIS 13 14.8 14.8 34.1
Faculty & Student FS 7 8.0 8.0 42.0
Industrial Represent I 24 27.3 27.3 69.3
Indust. Rep. 4 Stude IS 25 28.4 28.4 97.7
Student S 2 2.3 2.3 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100. 0
Valid cases 88
All
Valid C\ua
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 26 29.5 29.5 31.8
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 24 27.3 27.3 59.1
ALL FIS 17 19.3 19.3 78.4
Faculty & Student FS 4 4.5 4.5 83.0
Industrial Represent I 12 13. 6 13.6 96.6
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 1.1 1.1 97.7
Student S 2 2.3 2.3 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
A12
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 56 63.6 63. 6 65.9
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 14 15.9 15.9 81.8
ALL FIS 2 2.3 2.3 84.1
Faculty & Student FS 1 1.1 1.1 85.2
Industrial Represent I 12 13.6 13. 6 98.9
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 1.1 1.1 100. 0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
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A13
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 3 3.4 3.4 3.4
Faculty F 11 12.5 12.5 15.9
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 2 2.3 2.3 18.2
ALL FIS 23 26.1 26.1 44.3
Faculty & Student FS 10 11.4 11.4 55.7
Industrial Represent I 4 4.5 4.5 60.2
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 9 10.2 10.2 70.5
Student S 26 29.5 29.5 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
A14
Valid Cxim
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 4 4.5 4.5 4.5
Faculty F 1 1.1 1.1 5.7
ALL FIS 34 38.6 38.6 44.3
Faculty & Student FS 2 2.3 2.3 46.6
Industrial Represent I 5 5.7 5.7 52.3
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 25 28,4 28.4 80.7
Student S 17 19.3 19.3 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
B1
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 1.1 1.1 1.1
Faculty F 2 2.3 2.3 3.4
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 3 3.4 3.4 6.8
ALL FIS 4 4.5 4.5 11.4
Industrial Represent I 71 80.7 80.7 92.0
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 4 4.5 4.5 96.6
Student S 3 3.4 3.4 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
B2
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 1.1 1.1 1.1
Faculty F 71 80.7 80.7 81.8
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 6 6.8 6.8 88.6
ALL FIS 2 2.3 2.3 90.9
Industrial Represent I 5 5.7 5.7 96.6
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 3 3.4 3.4 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 68
Ill
B3
Valid Cuim
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 1.1 1.1 1.1
Faculty F 1 1.1 1.1 2.3
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 10 11.4 11.4 13.6
ALL FIS 9 10.2 10.2 23.9
Industrial Represent I 44 50.0 50.0 73.9
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 21 23.9 23.9 97.7
Student s 2 2.3 2.3 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
B4
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 1.1 1.1 1.1
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 4 4.5 4.5 5.7
Student S 83 94.3 94.3 100.0
Total 88 100. 0 100.0
Valid cases 88
B5
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 1.1 1.1 1.1
Faculty F 15 17.0 17.0 18.2
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 6 6.8 6.8 25.0
ALL FIS 13 14.8 14.8 39.8
Faculty & Student FS 8 9.1 9.1 48.9
Industrial Represent I 11 12.5 12.5 61.4
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 18 20.5 20.5 81.8
Student S 16 18.2 18.2 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
B6
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 1.1 1.1 1.1
Faculty F 5 5.7 5.7 6.8
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 8 9.1 9.1 15.9
ALL FIS 2 2.3 2.3 18.2
Industrial Represent I 63 71.6 71.6 89.8
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 9 10.2 10.2 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
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B7
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 13 14.8 14.8 17.0
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 40 45.5 45.5 62.5
ALL FIS 3 3.4 3.4 65.9
Faculty & Student FS 1 1.1 1.1 67.0
Industrial Represent I 27 30.7 30.7 97.7
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 2 2.3 2.3 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
B8
Valid Cxm.
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 1.1 1.1 1.1
Faculty F 4 4.5 4.5 5.7
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 2 2.3 2.3 8.0
ALL FIS 4 4.5 4.5 12.5
Faculty & Student FS 2 2.3 2.3 14.8
Industrial Represent I 17 19.3 19.3 34.1
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 9 10.2 10.2 44.3
Student s 49 55.7 55.7 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
B9
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 1.1 1.1 1.1
Faculty F 2 2.3 2.3 3.4
ALL FIS 2 2.3 2.3 5.7
Faculty & Student FS 1 1.1 1.1 6.8
Industrial Represent I 8 9.1 9.1 15.9
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 1.1 1.1 17.0
Student s 73 83.0 83.0 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
BIO
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 1.1 1.1 1.1
Faculty F 39 44.3 44.3 45.5
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 7 8.0 8.0 53.4
ALL FIS 2 2.3 2.3 55.7
Faculty & Student FS 21 23.9 23.9 79.5
Industrial Represent I 5 5.7 5.7 85.2
Student S 13 14. 8 14.8 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
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Bll
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 15 17.0 17.0 19.3
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 5 5.7 5.7 25.0
ALL FIS 2 2.3 2.3 27.3
Faculty & Student FS 6 6.8 6.8 34.1
Industrial Represent I 31 35.2 35.2 69.3
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 15 17.0 17.0 86.4
Student s 12 13.6 13.6 100.0
Total 88 100. 0 100.0
Valid cases 88
C1
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 2 2.3 2.3 4.5
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 10 11.4 11.4 15.9
ALL FIS 21 23.9 23.9 39.8
Faculty & Student FS 1 1.1 1.1 40.9
Industrial Represent I 30 34.1 34.1 75.0
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 22 25.0 25.0 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
C2
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 50 56.8 56.8 59.1
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 7 8.0 8.0 67.0
ALL FIS 9 10.2 10.2 77.3
Faculty & Student FS 10 11.4 11.4 88.6
Industrial Represent I 4 4.5 4.5 93.2
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 2 2.3 2.3 95.5
Student S 4 4.5 4.5 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
C3
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 11 12.5 12.5 14.8
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 2 2.3 2.3 17.0
ALL FIS 14 15.9 15.9 33.0
Faculty & Student FS 12 13.6 13.6 46.6
Industrial Represent I 9 10.2 10.2 56.8
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 17 19.3 19.3 76.1
Student s 21 23.9 23.9 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
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C4
Valid Ciam
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 69 78.4 78.4 80.7
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 7 8.0 8.0 88.6
ALL FIS 3 3.4 3.4 92.0
Faculty & Student FS 3 3.4 3.4 95.5
Industrial Represent I 1 1.1 1.1 96.6
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 1.1 1.1 97.7
Student s 2 2.3 2.3 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
C5
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 53 60.2 60.2 62.5
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 26 29.5 29.5 92.0
AIL FIS 1 1.1 1.1 93.2
Faculty & Student FS 1 1.1 1.1 94.3
Industrial Represent I 5 5.7 5.7 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
C6
Valid Cxmi
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 13 14.8 14.8 17.0
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 33 37.5 37.5 54.5
Faculty & Student FS 1 1.1 1.1 55.7
Industrial Represent I 38 43.2 43.2 98.9
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 1.1 1.1 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
C7
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 34 38.6 38.6 40,9
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 5 5.7 5.7 46.6
ALL FIS 9 10.2 10.2 56.8
Faculty & Student FS 7 8.0 8.0 64.8
Industrial Represent I 1 8.0 8.0 72.7
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 6 6.8 6.8 79.5
Student s 18 20.5 20.5 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
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C8
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2,3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 6 6.8 6.8 9.1
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 1.1 1.1 10.2
ALL FIS 3 3.4 3.4 13.6
Faculty & Student FS 3 3.4 3.4 17.0
Industrial Represent I 2 2.3 2.3 19.3
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 3 3.4 3.4 22.7
Student S 68 77.3 77.3 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
C9
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 45 51.1 51.1 53.4
Faculty & Indust, Re FI 14 15.9 15.9 69.3
ALL FIS 16 18.2 18.2 87.5
Faculty & Student FS 8 9.1 9.1 96.6
Industrial Represent I 3 3.4 3.4 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100. 0
Valid cases 88
ClO
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 43 48.9 48.9 51.1
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 12 13.6 13.6 64.8
ALL FIS 8 9.1 9.1 73.9
Faculty & Student FS 18 20.5 20.5 94.3
Industrial Represent I 2 2.3 2.3 96.6
Student S 3 3.4 3.4 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
Cll
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 2.3 2.3 2.3
Faculty F 61 69.3 69.3 71.6
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 13 14.8 14.8 86.4
ALL FIS 2 2.3 2.3 88.6
Faculty & Student FS 6 6.8 6.8 95.5
Industrial Represent 1 4 4.5 4.5 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 88
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FACULTY COORDIKATORS
A1
Valid Cum
Value LeUsel Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 2 25. 0 25.0 25.0
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 12.5 12.5 37.5
ALL FIS 3 37.5 37.5 75.0
Faculty & Student FS 2 25,0 25.0 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
A2
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 3 37.5 37.5 37.5
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 3 37.5 37.5 75.0
Faculty & Student FS 1 12.5 12.5 87.5
Student S 1 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
A3
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 5 62.5 62.5 62.5
Faculty & Indust, Re FI 1 12.5 12.5 75.0
ALL FIS 1 12.5 12.5 87.5
Faculty & Student FS 1 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
A4
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
ALL FIS 1 12.5 12.5 12.5
Faculty & Student FS 1 12.5 12.5 25.0
Student S 6 75.0 75.0 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
A5
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 1 12.5 12.5 12.5
ALL FIS 1 12.5 12.5 25.0
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 12.5 12.5 37.5
Student S 5 62.5 62.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
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A6
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty & Student FS 3 37.5 37.5 37.5
Student S 5 62.5 62.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
A7
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Industrial Represent I 6 75.0 75.0 75.0
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 2 25.0 25.0 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
AS
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 12.5 12.5 12.5
Industrial Represent I 3 37.5 37.5 50.0
Indust. Rep. £ Stude IS 4 50.0 50.0 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
A9
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 2 25.0 25.0 25.0
ALL FIS 2 25.0 25.0 50.0
Industrial Represent I 1 12.5 12.5 62.5
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 12.5 12.5 75.0
Student S 2 25.0 25.0 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
AlO
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 2 25.0 25.0 25.0
ALL FIS 2 25.0 25.0 50.0
Faculty & Student FS 1 12.5 12.5 62.5
Industrial Represent I 1 12.5 12.5 75.0
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 12.5 12.5 87.5
Student s 1 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 9 100.0 100.0
Valid cases
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All
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 3 37.5 37.5 37.5
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 2 25.0 25.0 62.5
ALL FIS 1 12.5 12.5 75.0
Faculty & Student FS 1 12.5 12.5 87.5
Industrial Represent I 1 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
A12
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 4 50.0 50.0 50.0
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 3 37.5 37.5 87.5
ALL FIS 1 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100. 0
Valid cases 8
A13
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 1 12.5 12.5 12.5
ALL FIS 4 50.0 50.0 62.5
Faculty & Student FS 3 37,5 37.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
A14
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
ALL FIS 3 37.5 37.5 37.5
Faculty & Student FS 1 12.5 12.5 50.0
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 2 25.0 25.0 75.0
Student S 2 25.0 25.0 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
B1
Valid Cxim
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Industrial Represent I 8 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
B2
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 7 87.5 87.5 87.5
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
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B3
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 2 25.0 25.0 25.0
ALL FIS 1 12.5 12.5 37.5
Industrial Represent I 4 50.0 50.0 87.5
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
B4
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Student S 8 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total 8 100,0 100.0
Valid cases 8
B5
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 3 37.5 37.5 37.5
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 12.5 12.5 50.0
ALL FIS 2 25.0 25.0 75.0
Faculty & Student FS 1 12.5 12.5 87.5
Indust. Rep. fi Stude IS 1 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
B6
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 12.5 12.5 12.5
ALL FIS 1 12.5 12.5 25.0
Industrial Represent I 6 75.0 75.0 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
B7
Valid c\im
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 2 25.0 25.0 25.0
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 5 62.5 62.5 87.5
ALL FIS 1 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
88
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Industrial Represent I 2 25.0 25.0 25.0
Student S 6 75.0 75.0 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
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B9
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Industrial Represent I 1 12.5 12.5 12.5
Student S 7 87.5 87.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
BIO
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 6 75.0 75.0 75.0
Faculty & Indust. Re FX 1 12.5 12.5 87.5
Faculty & Student FS 1 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
Bll
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 1 12,5 12.5 12.5
Faculty & Indust. Re FX 1 12.5 12.5 25.0
ALL FXS 1 12.5 12.5 37.5
Industrial Represent I 4 50.0 50.0 87.5
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
C1
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 1 12.5 12.5 12.5
Faculty & Indust. Re FX 3 37.5 37.5 50.0
ALL FXS 1 12.5 12.5 62.5
Industrial Represent X 2 25.0 25.0 87.5
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
C2
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 7 87.5 87.5 87.5
Faculty & Student FS 1 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
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C3
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 12. S 12.5 12.5
ALL FIS 3 37.5 37.5 50.0
Faculty £ Student FS 1 12.5 12.5 62.5
Industrial Represent I 1 12.5 12.5 75.0
Student S 2 25.0 25.0 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
C4
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 8 100. 0 100.0 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
C5
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 6 75.0 75.0 75.0
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 2 25.0 25.0 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
C6
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 1 12.5 12.5 12.5
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 4 50.0 50.0 62.5
Industrial Represent I 3 37.5 37.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
C7
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 4 50.0 50. 0 50.0
Faculty & Student FS 1 12.5 12.5 62.5
Student S 3 37.5 37.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
C8
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 1 12.5 12.5 12.5
Faculty & Student FS 2 25. 0 25.0 37.5
Student S 5 62.5 62.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
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C9
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 3 37.5 37.5 37.5
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 12.5 12.5 50.0
ALL FIS 3 37.5 37.5 87.5
Faculty & Student FS 1 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
ClO
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 4 50.0 50.0 50,0
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 12.5 12.5 62.5
ALL FIS 1 12.5 12.5 75.0
Faculty & Student FS 2 25.0 25.0 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
Cll
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 7 87.5 87.5 87.5
Faculty & Student FS 1 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 8 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 8
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INDUSTRIAL REPRESENTATIVES
A1
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 12 36.4 36.4 39.4
Faculty & Indust. Re FX 5 15.2 15.2 54.5
ALL FIS 5 15.2 15.2 69.7
Faculty & Student FS 7 21.2 21.2 90.9
Industrial Represent I 1 3.0 3.0 93.9
Student S 2 6.1 6.1 100.0
Total 33 100,0 100.0
Valid cases 33
A2
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 12 36.4 36.4 39.4
Faculty i Indust. Re FX 16 48.5 48.5 87.9
ALL FIS 1 3.0 3,0 90.9
Faculty & Student FS 1 3.0 3.0 93.9
Industrial Represent I 2 6.1 6.1 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
A3
Valid Cxam
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 20 60.6 60.6 63.6
Faculty & Student FS 9 27.3 27.3 90.9
Student S 3 9.1 9.1 100.0
Total 33 100. 0 100.0
Valid cases 33
A4
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 2 6.1 6.1 9.1
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 3.0 3.0 12.1
ALL FIS 5 15.2 15.2 27.3
Faculty & Student FS 5 15.2 15.2 42.4
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 9 27.3 27.3 69.7
Student S 10 30.3 30.3 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
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A5
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 7 21.2 21.2 24.2
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 2 6.1 6.1 30. 3
ALL FIS 2 6.1 6.1 36.4
Faculty & Student FS 3 9.1 9.1 45.5
Industrial Represent I 1 3.0 3.0 48.5
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 9 27.3 27.3 75.8
Student s 8 24.2 24.2 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
A6
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 5 15.2 15.2 18.2
Faculty fi Indust. Re FI 1 3.0 3.0 21.2
Faculty & Student FS 7 21.2 21.2 42.4
Student S 19 57.6 57.6 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100,0
Valid cases 33
A7
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 1 3.0 3.0 6.1
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 3.0 3.0 9.1
ALL FIS 1 3.0 3.0 12.1
Industrial Represent I 19 57.6 57.6 69.7
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 10 30.3 30.3 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
A8
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 1 3.0 3.0 6.1
Faculty fi Indust. Re FI 1 3.0 3.0 9.1
ALL FIS 3 9.1 9.1 18.2
Industrial Represent I 8 24.2 24.2 42.4
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 17 51.5 51.5 93.9
Student s 2 6.1 6.1 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100. 0
Valid cases 33
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A9
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 2 6.1 6.1 9.1
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 6 18.2 18.2 27.3
ALL FIS 1 3.0 3.0 30.3
Faculty & Student FS 2 6.1 6.1 36.4
Industrial Represent I 13 39.4 39.4 75.8
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 3 9.1 9.1 84.8
Student S 5 15.2 15.2 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
AlO
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 2 6.1 6.1 9.1
ALL FIS 6 18.2 18.2 27.3
Faculty & Student FS 1 3.0 3.0 30.3
Industrial Represent I 13 39.4 39.4 69.7
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 9 27.3 27.3 97.0
Student S 1 3.0 3.0 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100,0
Valid cases 33
All
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 7 21.2 21.2 24.2
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 12 36.4 36.4 60.6
ALL FIS 8 24.2 24.2 84.8
Faculty & Student FS 1 3.0 3.0 87.9
Industrial Represent I 3 9.1 9.1 97.0
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 3.0 3.0 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100. 0
Valid cases 33
A12
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 20 60. 6 60.6 63.6
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 4 12.1 12.1 75.8
ALL FIS 1 3.0 3.0 78.8
Industrial Represent I 7 21.2 21.2 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
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A13
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 6 18.2 18.2 21.2
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 3.0 3.0 24.2
ALL FIS 7 21.2 21.2 45.5
Faculty & Student FS 3 9.1 9.1 54.5
Industrial Represent I 1 3.0 3.0 57.6
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 4 12.1 12.1 69.7
Student S 10 30.3 30.3 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
A14
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
ALL FIS 15 45.5 45.5 48.5
Industrial Represent I 2 6.1 6.1 54.5
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 9 27.3 27.3 81.8
Student s 6 18.2 18.2 100.0
Total 33 100. 0 100.0
Valid cases 33
B1
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Industrial Represent I 29 87.9 87.9 90.9
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 3 9.1 9.1 100.0
Total 33 100. 0 100.0
Valid cases 33
B2
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 28 84.8 84.8 84.8
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 2 6.1 6.1 90.9
Industrial Represent I 1 3.0 3.0 93.9
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 2 6.1 6.1 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
B3
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 3 9.1 9.1 9.1
ALL FIS 2 6.1 6.1 15.2
Industrial Represent I 18 54.5 54.5 69.7
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 10 30.3 30.3 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
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B4
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 3 9.1 9.1 9.1
Student S 30 90. 9 90.9 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
B5
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 6 18.2 18.2 18.2
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 5 15.2 15.2 33.3
ALL FIS 4 12.1 12.1 45.5
Industrial Represent I e 24.2 24.2 69.7
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 9 27.3 27.3 97.0
Student S 1 3.0 3.0 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
B6
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 3 9.1 9.1 9.1
Industrial Represent I 27 81.8 81.8 90.9
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 3 9.1 9.1 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100. 0
Valid cases 33
B7
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 3 9.1 9.1 9.1
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 15 45.5 45.5 54.5
ALL FIS 2 6.1 6.1 60.6
Industrial Represent I 13 39.4 39.4 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
B8
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 2 6.1 6.1 6.1
Faculty & Student FS 2 6.1 6.1 12.1
Industrial Represent I 4 12.1 12.1 24.2
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 4 12.1 12.1 36.4
Student S 21 63.6 63. 6 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
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B9
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty & Student FS 1 3.0 3.0 6.1
Industrial Represent I 2 6.1 6.1 12.1
Student S 29 87.9 87.9 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
BIO
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Faculty F 10 30.3 30.3 30.3
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 2 6.1 6.1 36.4
ALL FIS 1 3.0 3.0 39.4
Faculty & Student FS 12 36.4 36.4 75.8
Industrial Represent I 1 3.0 3.0 78.8
Student S 1 21.2 21.2 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
Bll
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 7 21.2 21.2 24.2
Faculty & Student FS 4 12.1 12.1 36.4
Industrial Represent I 10 30.3 30.3 66.7
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 5 15.2 15.2 81.8
Student S 6 18.2 18.2 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100. 0
Valid cases 33
C1
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 3 9.1 9.1 12.1
ALL FIS 6 18.2 18.2 30.3
Industrial Represent I 15 45.5 45.5 75.8
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 8 24.2 24.2 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
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C2
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 21 63.6 63.6 66.7
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 2 6.1 6.1 72.7
ALL FIS 5 15.2 15.2 87.9
Faculty & Student FS 1 3.0 3.0 90.9
Industrial Represent I 2 6.1 6.1 97.0
Student S 1 3.0 3.0 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100. 0
Valid cases 33
C3
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 7 21.2 21.2 24.2
ALL FIS 5 15.2 15.2 39.4
Faculty & Student FS 5 15.2 15.2 54.5
Industrial Represent I 4 12.1 12.1 66.7
Indust. Rep. £ Stude IS 9 27.3 27.3 93.9
Student s 2 6.1 6.1 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
C4
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 30 90.9 90.9 93.9
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 3.0 3.0 97.0
ALL FIS 1 3.0 3.0 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
C5
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 21 63.6 63.6 66.7
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 6 24.2 24.2 90.9
Industrial Represent I 3 9.1 9.1 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
C6 Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 6 18.2 18.2 21.2
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 13 39.4 39.4 60.6
Industrial Represent I 13 39.4 39.4 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
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C7
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 15 45.5 45.5 48.5
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 2 6.1 6.1 54.5
ALL FIS 4 12.1 12.1 66.7
Faculty & Student FS 2 6.1 6.1 72.7
Industrial Represent I 4 12.1 12.1 84.8
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 3 9.1 9.1 93.9
Student S 2 6.1 6.1 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100. 0
Valid cases 33
C8
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 4 12.1 12.1 15.2
ALL FIS 2 6.1 6.1 21.2
Faculty & Student FS 1 3.0 3.0 24.2
Industrial Represent I 1 3.0 3.0 27.3
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 3 9.1 9.1 36.4
Student S 21 63.6 63.6 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
C9
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 20 60.6 60.6 63.6
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 3 9.1 9.1 72.7
ALL FIS 6 18.2 18.2 90.9
Faculty fi Student FS 2 6.1 6.1 97.0
Industrial Rep resent I 1 3.0 3.0 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
ClO
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 3.0 3.0 3.0
Faculty F 19 57.6 57.6 60.6
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 2 6.1 6.1 66.7
ALL FIS 2 6.1 6.1 72.7
Faculty & Student FS 7 21.2 21.2 93.9
Student S 2 6.1 6.1 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 33
cil
Value Label
Missing
Faculty
Faculty & Indust. Re
Faculty & Student
Valid cases 33
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Valid Cum
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
1 3.0 3.0 3.0
F 26 78.8 78.8 81.8
FI 3 9.1 9.1 90.9
FS 3 9.1 9.1 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0
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STUDENTS
A1
Valid Cvm
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 15 31. 9 31.9 34.0
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 3 6.4 6.4 40.4
ALL FIS 6 12.8 12.8 53.2
Faculty & Student FS 19 40.4 40.4 93.6
Industrial Represent I 2 4.3 4.3 97. 9
Student S 1 2.1 2.1 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
A2
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 12 25.5 25.5 27.7
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 16 34.0 34.0 61.7
ALL FIS 2 4.3 4.3 66.0
Faculty S Student FS 5 10.6 10.6 76.6
Industrial Represent I 7 14.9 14.9 91.5
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 2 4.3 4.3 95.7
Student S 2 4.3 4.3 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
A3
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 17 36.2 36.2 38.3
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 2.1 2.1 40.4
ALL FIS 2 4.3 4.3 44.7
Faculty & Student FS 12 25.5 25.5 70.2
Industrial Represent I 1 2.1 2.1 72.3
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 2.1 2.1 74.5
Student s 12 25.5 25.5 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
A4
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 1 2.1 2.1 4.3
ALL FIS 1 2.1 2.1 6.4
Faculty & Student FS 8 17.0 17.0 23.4
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 7 14.9 14.9 38.3
Student S 29 61.7 61.7 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
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A5
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 2 4.3 4.3 6.4
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 3 6.4 6.4 12.8
ALL FIS 8 17.0 17.0 29.8
Faculty & Student FS 5 10.6 10.6 40.4
Industrial Represent I 1 2.1 2.1 42.6
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 8 17.0 17.0 59.6
Student S 19 40.4 40.4 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
A6
Valid C\m
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 3 6.4 6.4 8.5
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 2.1 2.1 10.6
Faculty & Student FS 19 40.4 40.4 51.1
Student S 23 48.9 48.9 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
A7
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 1 2.1 2.1 4.3
Faculty i Indust. Re FI 3 6.4 6.4 10.6
ALL FIS 1 2.1 2.1 12.8
Faculty & Student FS 1 2.1 2.1 14.9
Industrial Represent I 33 70.2 70.2 85.1
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 5 10.6 10.6 95.7
Student S 2 4.3 4.3 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
A8
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 4.3 4.3 4.3
Faculty F 2 4.3 4.3 8.5
ALL FIS 9 19.1 19.1 27.7
Industrial Represent I 9 19.1 19.1 46.8
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 22 46.8 46.8 93.6
Student S 3 6.4 6.4 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
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A9
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 7 14.9 14.9 17.0
Faculty & Indust. Re FX 4 8.5 8.5 25.5
ALL FIS 4 8.5 8.5 34.0
Industrial Represent I 20 42.6 42.6 76.6
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 3 6,4 6.4 83.0
Student S 8 17.0 17.0 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
AlO
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 5 10. 6 10.6 12,8
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 6 12.8 12.8 25.5
ALL FIS 5 10.6 10.6 36.2
Faculty & Student FS 5 10.6 10.6 46.8
Industrial Represent I 10 21.3 21.3 68.1
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 15 31.9 31.9 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
All
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 16 34.0 34.0 36.2
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 10 21.3 21.3 57.4
ALL FIS 8 17.0 17.0 74.5
Faculty & Student FS 2 4.3 4.3 78.7
Industrial Represent I 8 17.0 17.0 95.7
Student S 2 4.3 4.3 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
A12
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 32 68.1 68.1 70.2
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 7 14.9 14.9 85.1
Faculty & Student FS 1 2.1 2.1 87.2
Industrial Represent I 5 10.6 10.6 97.9
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 2.1 2.1 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
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A13
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 4.3 4.3 4.3
Faculty F 4 8.5 8.5 12.8
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 2.1 2.1 14.9
ALL FIS 12 25.5 25.5 40.4
Faculty & Student FS 4 8.5 8.5 48.9
Industrial Represent I 3 6.4 6.4 55.3
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 5 10.6 10.6 66.0
Student S 16 34.0 34.0 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
A14
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 3 6.4 6.4 6.4
Faculty F 1 2.1 2.1 8.5
ALL FIS 16 34.0 34.0 42.6
Faculty & Student FS 1 2.1 2.1 44.7
Industrial Represent I 3 6.4 6.4 51.1
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 14 29.8 29.8 80. 9
Student S 9 19.1 19.1 100. 0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
B1
Valid Ciim
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 2 4.3 4.3 6.4
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 2 4.3 4.3 10.6
ALL FIS 4 8.5 8.5 19.1
Industrial Represent I 34 72.3 72.3 91.5
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 2.1 2.1 93.6
Student s 3 6.4 6.4 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
B2
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 36 76.6 76. 6 78.7
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 3 6.4 6.4 85.1
ALL FIS 2 4.3 4.3 89.4
Industrial Represent I 4 8.5 8.5 97.9
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 2.1 2.1 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100. 0
Valid cases 47
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B3
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Hissing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 1 2.1 2.1 4.3
Faculty 4 Indust. Re FI 5 10.6 10.6 14.9
ALL FIS 6 12.8 12.8 27.7
Industrial Represent I 22 46.8 46.8 74.5
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 10 21.3 21.3 95.7
Student s 2 4.3 4.3 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
B4
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Indust. Rep, & Stude IS 1 2.1 2.1 4.3
Student S 45 95.7 95.7 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
B5
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 6 12.8 12.8 14.9
ALL FIS 7 14.9 14.9 29.8
Faculty S Student FS 7 14.9 14.9 44.7
Industrial Represent I 3 6.4 6.4 51.1
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 8 17.0 17.0 68.1
Student s 15 31.9 31.9 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100. 0
Valid cases 47
B6
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 5 10.6 10.6 12.8
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 4 8.5 8.5 21.3
ALL FIS 1 2.1 2.1 23.4
Industrial Represent I 30 63.8 63.8 87.2
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 6 12.8 12.8 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
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B7
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 2 4.3 4.3 4.3
Faculty F 8 17.0 17.0 21.3
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 20 42.6 42.6 63.8
Faculty & Student FS 1 2.1 2.1 66.0
Industrial Represent I 14 29.8 29.8 95.7
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 2 4.3 4.3 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
B8
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 2 4.3 4.3 6.4
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 2 4.3 4.3 10.6
ALL FIS 4 8.5 8.5 19.1
Industrial Represent I 11 23.4 23.4 42.6
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 5 10.6 10. 6 53.2
Student s 22 46.8 46.8 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
B9
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 1 2.1 2.1 4.3
ALL FIS 2 4.3 4.3 8.5
Industrial Represent I 5 10.6 10. 6 19.1
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 2.1 2.1 21.3
Student S 37 78.7 78.7 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
310
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 23 48.9 48.9 51.1
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 4 8.5 8.5 59.6
ALL FIS 1 2.1 2.1 61.7
Faculty & Student FS 8 17.0 17.0 78.7
Industrial Represent I 4 8.5 8.5 87.2
Student S 6 12.8 12.8 100.0
Total 47 100. 0 100.0
Valid cases 47
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Bll
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 7 14.9 14.9 17.0
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 4 8.5 8.5 25.5
ALL FIS 1 2.1 2.1 27.7
Faculty & Student FS 2 4.3 4.3 31.9
Industrial Represent I 17 36.2 36.2 68.1
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 9 19.1 19.1 87.2
Student S 6 12.8 12.8 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
C1
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 1 2.1 2.1 4.3
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 4 8.5 8.5 12.8
ALL FIS 14 29.8 29.8 42.6
Faculty & Student FS 1 2.1 2.1 44.7
Industrial Represent I 13 27.7 27.7 72.3
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 13 27.7 27.7 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
C2
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 22 46.8 46.8 48.9
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 5 10.6 10. 6 59.6
ALL FIS 4 8.5 8.5 68.1
Faculty i Student FS 8 17.0 17.0 85.1
Industrial Represent I 2 4.3 4,3 89.4
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 2 4.3 4.3 93.6
Student s 3 6.4 6.4 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
C3
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 4 8.5 8.5 10.6
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 2.1 2.1 12.8
ALL FIS 6 12.8 12.8 25.5
Faculty & Student FS 6 12.8 12.8 38.3
Industrial Represent I 4 8.5 8.5 46.8
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 8 17.0 17.0 63.8
Student s 17 36.2 36.2 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
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C4
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 31 66.0 66.0 68.1
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 6 12.8 12.8 80.9
ALL FIS 2 4.3 4.3 85.1
Faculty S Student FS 3 6.4 6.4 91.5
Industrial Represent I 1 2.1 2.1 93.6
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 2.1 2.1 95.7
Student s 2 4.3 4.3 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
C5
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 26 55.3 55.3 57.4
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 16 34.0 34.0 91.5
ALL FIS 1 2.1 2.1 93.6
Faculty & Student FS 1 2.1 2.1 95.7
Industrial Represent I 2 4.3 4.3 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
C6
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 6 12.8 12.8 14.9
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 16 34.0 34.0 48.9
Faculty & Student FS 1 2.1 2.1 51.1
Industrial Represent I 22 46.8 46.8 97.9
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 1 2.1 2.1 100.0
Total 47 100. 0 100.0
Valid cases 47
C7
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 15 31.9 31.9 34.0
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 3 6.4 6.4 40.4
ALL FIS 5 10.6 10.6 51.1
Faculty & Student FS 4 8.5 8.5 59.6
Industrial Represent I 3 6.4 6.4 66.0
Indust. Rep. & Stude IS 3 6.4 6.4 72.3
Student s 13 27.7 27.7 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
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C8
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 1 2.1 2.1 4.3
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 1 2.1 2.1 6.4
ALL FIS 1 2.1 2.1 8.5
Industrial Represent I 1 2.1 2.1 10.6
Student S 42 89.4 89.4 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
C9
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 22 46.8 46.8 48.9
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 10 21.3 21.3 70.2
ALL FIS 7 14. 9 14.9 85.1
Faculty & Student FS 5 10.6 10. 6 95.7
Industrial Represent I 2 4.3 4.3 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
ClO
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 20 42.6 42. 6 44.7
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 9 19.1 19.1 63.8
ALL FIS 5 10. 6 10.6 74.5
Faculty & Student FS 9 19.1 19.1 93. 6
Industrial Represent I 2 4.3 4.3 97.9
Student S 1 2.1 2.1 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 47
Cll
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Missing 1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Faculty F 28 59.6 59.6 61.7
Faculty & Indust. Re FI 10 21.3 21.3 83.0
ALL FIS 2 4.3 4.3 87.2
Faculty & Student FS 2 4.3 4.3 91.5
Industrial Represent I 4 8.5 8.5 100.0
Total 47 100.0 100. 0
Valid cases 47
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APPENDIX M: MANOVA OF OVERALL IMPORTANCE
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Section A; Prior to internship/co-op experience
Wilkes Lambda = 0.5105
Rao Mulitivariate F = 2.0553 with d.f. 28 and 144
Probability of F = 0.0035
Bartlett Chi-Squared = 52.7862 with d.f. 28 Prob. = 0.0000
PiUia Trace = 0.5571
Section B: During intemship/co-op experience
Wilkes Lambda = 0-7010
Rao Mulitivariate F = 1.2901 with d.f. 22 and 146
Probability of F = 0.1870
Bartlett Chi-Squared = 27.7128 with d.f. 22 Prob. = 0.0000
Pillia Trace = 0.3243
Section C: At the end of internship/co-op experience
Wilkes Lambda = 0.6341
Rao Mulitivariate F = 1.7440 with d.f. 22 and 150
Probability of F = 0.0275
Bartlett Chi-Squared = 36.4413 with d.f. 22 Prob. = 0.0000
PilHa Trace = 0.3992
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APPENDIX N: ANOVA OF INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITIES
Variable AlA
By Variable RESPOND
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
144
Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
D.F.
2
82
84
Sum of
Squares
2.5987
28.5778
31.1765
Mean
Squares
1.2993
.3485
Ratio Prob.
3.7283 .0282
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN{I) >= .4174 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J))
with the following value{s) for RANGE: 3.46
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G
r r r
Mean
4.2500
4.5000
4.6222
RESPOND
Grp 2
Grp 1
Grp 3
Variable A2A
By Variable RESPOND
P P P
2 13
Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
D.F.
2
82
84
Sum of
Squares
.7569
44.2549
45.0118
Mean
Squares
.3785
.5397
Ratio Prob.
.7012 .4989
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .5195 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J))
with the following value{s) for RANGE: 3.46
- No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level
Variable A3A
By Variable RESPOND
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
145
Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
D.F.
2
82
84
Sum of
Squares
.0089
53.2382
53.2471
Mean
Squares
.0044
.6492
Ratio Prob.
.0068 .9932
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .5698 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
- No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level
Variable A4A
By Variable RESPOND Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
D.F.
2
82
84
Sum of
Squares
7.1441
33.7500
40.8941
Mean
Squares
3.5721
.4116
Ratio Prob.
8.6788 .0004
Multiple Range Tests; Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .4536 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N{J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G
r r r
P P P
Mean
4.0625
4.6250
4.6667
RESPOND
Grp 2
Grp 1
Grp 3
2 13
Variable ASA
By Variable RESPOND
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
146
Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
D.F.
2
82
84
Sum of
Squares
4.1485
49.0750
53.2235
Mean
Squares
2.0743
.5985
Ratio Prob.
3.4659 .0359
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .5470 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I} + 1/N(J)}
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G
r r r
Mean
4.0000
4.3750
4.4667
RESPOND
Grp 2
Grp 1
Grp 3
Variable A6A
By Variable RESPOND
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
P P P
2 13
Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
D.F.
2
82
84
Sum of
Squares
.7271
41.8611
42.5882
Mean
Squares
.3636
.5105
Ratio Prob.
.7122 .4936
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .5052 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N{I) + 1/N(J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
- No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level
Variable A7A
By Variable RESPOND
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
147
Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
D.F.
2
82
84
Sum of
Squares
.0481
32.7049
32.7529
Mean
Squares
.0240
.3988
Ratio Prob.
.0603 .9415
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD {Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .4466 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE; 3.46
- No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level
Variable ASA
By Variable RESPOND
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
D.F.
2
81
83
Sum of
Squares
1.7641
42.0455
43.8095
Mean
Squares
.8820
.5191
Ratio Prob.
1.6992 .1893
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .5095 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N{J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
- No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level
Variable A9A
By Variable RESPOND
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
D.F.
2
82
84
Sum of
Squares
9.6842
66.2688
75.9529
Mean
Squares
4.8421
.8082
Ratio Prob.
5.9915 .0037
Variable A9A
By Variable RESPOND
148
Respondent Category
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .6357 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
{*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
Mean
3.2188
3.5000
3.9333
RESPOND
Grp 2
Grp 1
Grp 3
Variable AlOA
By Variable RESPOND
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
G G G
r r r
P P P
2 1 3
Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
D.F.
2
82
84
Sum of
Squares
1.8688
34.3194
36.1882
Mean
Squares
.9344
.4185
Ratio Prob.
2.2326 .1137
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .4575 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
- No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level
Variable AllA
By Variable RESPOND
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
D.F.
2
82
84
Siam of
Squares
.7624
53.6611
54.4235
Mean
Squares
.3812
. 6544
Ratio Prob.
.5825 .5608
Variable AllA
By Variable RESPOND
149
Respondent Category
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .5720 * RANGE * SQRT{1/N(I) + 1/N{J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
- No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level
Variable A12A
By Variable RESPOND Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
D.F,
2
82
84
Sum of
Squares
2.4540
63.9688
66.4235
Mean
Squares
1.2274
.7801
Ratio Prob.
1.5734 .2135
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .6245 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N{J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
- No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level
Variable A13A
By Variable RESPOND Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
D.F.
2
81
83
Sum of
Squares
3.6391
75.9205
79.5595
Mean
Squares
1.8195
. 9373
Ratio Prob.
1.9413 .1501
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .6846 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE; 3.46
- No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level
Variable A14A
By Variable RESPOND
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
150
Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
D.F.
2
80
82
Sum of
Squares
6.1038
97.5589
103.6627
Mean
Squares
3.0519
1.2195
Ratio Prob.
2.5026 .0883
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN (J)-MEAN (I) >= .7809 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
- No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level
Variable CIC
By Variable RESPOND Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
D.F.
2
82
84
Sum of
Squares
.0026
31.2444
31.2471
Mean
Squares
.0013
.3810
Ratio Prob.
.0034 .9966
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN (J)-MEAN (I) >= .4365 * RANGE * SQRT{1/N(I) + 1/N(J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
- No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level
Variable C2C
By Variable RESPOND
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
D.F.
2
81
83
Sum of
Squares
3.9252
48.4915
52.4167
Mean
Squares
1.9626
.5987
F F
Ratio Prob.
3.2783 .0428
Variable C2C
By Variable RESPOND
151
Respondent Category
Multiple Range Tests; Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .5471 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
- No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level
Variable C3C
By Variable RESPOND Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
D.F.
2
82
84
Sum of
Squares
3.8368
71.5750
75.4118
Mean
Squares
1.9184
.8729
Ratio Prob.
2.1978 .1175
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .6606 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I} + 1/N(J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
- No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level
Variable C4C
By Variable RESPOND Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
D.F,
2
82
84
Sum of
Squares
.9882
95.2000
96.1882
Mean
Squares
.4941
1.1610
Ratio Prob.
.4256 .6548
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .7619 * RANGE * SQRT{1/N(I) + 1/N(J)}
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
- No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level
Variable C5C
By Variable RESPOND
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
152
Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
D.F.
2
82
84
Siun of
Sc[uares
.3048
82.5187
82.8235
Mean
Squares
.1524
1.0063
Ratio Prob.
.1514 .8597
Multiple Range Tests; Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .7093 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N{I) + 1/N(J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
- No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level
Variable C6C
By Variable RESPOND Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
D.F.
2
82
84
Sum of
Squares
4.0118
47.0000
51.0118
Mean
Squares
2.0059
.5732
Ratio Prob.
3.4996 .0348
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN (J)-MEAN (I) >= .5353 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G
r r r
P P P
Mean
3.8750
4.2500
4.3333
RESPOND
Grp 2
Grp 1
Grp 3
2 13
Variable C7C
By Variable RESPOND
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
153
Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
D.F.
2
82
84
Simj of
Squares
.1007
81.3111
81.4118
Mean
Squares
.0503
.9916
Ratio Prob.
.0508 .9505
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .7041 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N{I) + 1/N(J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
- No two groups are significantly different at the . 050 level
Variable C8C
By Variable RESPOND Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
D.F.
2
82
84
Sum of
Squares
4.9941
76.7000
81.6941
Mean
Squares
2.4971
.9354
Ratio Prob.
2.6696 .0753
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .6839 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N<J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
- No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level
Variable C9C
By Variable RESPOND
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
D.F.
2
82
84
Sum of
Squares
10.1945
82.7937
92.9882
Mean
Squares
5.0972
1.0097
Ratio Prob.
5.0484 .0086
Variable C9C
By Variable RESPOND
154
Respondent Category
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .7105 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
Mean
3.5938
4.2000
4.6250
RESPOND
Grp 2
Grp 3
Grp 1
Variable ClOC
By Variable RESPOND
G G G
r r r
P P P
2 3 1
Respondent Category
Analysis of Variance
D.F.
2
82
84
Sum of
Squares
8.9672
60.2799
69.2471
Mean
Squares
4.4836
.7351
F
Ratio
F
Prob.
6.0991 .0034
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J}-MEAN(I) >= .6063 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G
r r r
P P P
Mean
3.7188
4.2444
4.7500
RESPOND
Grp 2
Grp 3
Grp 1
2 3 1
Variable CllC BY
By Variable RESPOND
Source
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
155
Respondent Category
TVnalysis of Variance
D.F.
2
82
64
Sxiiti of
Squares
10.3309
52.3750
62.7059
Mean
Squares
5.1654
.6387
Ratio Prob.
8.0872 .0006
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance
level .05
The difference between two means is significant if
MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) >= .5651 * RANGE * SQRT(1/N(I) + 1/N(J))
with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G
r r r
P P P
Mean RESPOND
3. 6250 Grp 2
4. 0000 Grp 3
4. 8750 Grp 1
2 3 1
